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HORNSBY   V.   JOHNSTONE. 

Dbfsxdast  draw  up  and  placed  in  tho  bandt  of  Allan,  a  real  eataU'  a^nt,  a  memurandaiu 
in  the  following  fonn :  "  I  will  tell  ten  acres  of  land  (Includin];  the  water  lots),  a«  al>«o>t'A-o  antl 
three^uarter  acres  of  land  belonylng  to  Judge  Johnstone  adjoiniiif^,  for  the  sum  of  four  hntw 
dred  and  thltiy  dollars  per  acre,  equal  to  854S150,  or*£lS70  12s.  Od.,  and  ou  which  sum  1  will 
allow  you  a  commission  of  two  per  cent/*  The  memorandum  then  sjicvificd  the  terms  tif 
•ale.  Allan  entered  into  a  written  agreement  with  ptalntifl  for  the  sale  of  the  luiid  un  tin* 
terms  mentioned.  The  agreement  not  being  carried  out,  plaintiff  broujiht  a  suit  fur  siictllif 
performance,  setting  oat  the  two  agreements. 

Hfld,  (1)  That  the  memorandum  handed  to  Allan  was  a  power  to  sell  on  the  prcscriUi) 
terms  without  restriction  as  to  purchaser,  If  the  temis  could  be  obtained. 

(2)  That  plaintiff's  right  to  a  specific  performance  rested  entirely  ou  the  liefciwlsnt'i* 
memorandum;  that  defendant  was  no  i^arty  to  the  asreoment  entered  iutu  by  Allan,  nnd  tlist 
when  the  latter  brought  into  the  agreement  anything  that  went  be.x  uud  the  uivuiomuduui  he 
exceeded  his  authority. 

(3)  That  the  agreement  could  not  be  imported  into  the  mcmonnduni,  and  the  latter  being 
of  a  vague  and  uncertain  charaeter,  and  uut  ttufllciently  describing  l!)u  luiids,H|Hieiiie  jiurfunn* 
auee  could  not  be  enforced. 

Sections  61  to  70  of  tbe  Practice  Act,  chapter  134  R.  8.  (3nl  Series)  opply  etiiuUly  tu 
demurrers  in  Equity  ea  at  Common  Law. 

Young,  C.  J.,  now,  (April  23rd,  1872,)  delivered  jiulginont 
a.s  follows : — 

This  is  a  suit  for  specific  perfonnance  commenced  by  a 
writ  of  summons,  as  required  by  the  Equity  Act,  chap.  124, 
sec.  6,  containing  three  counts,  to  which  the  defendant,  upon 
leave  obtained,  has  both  pleaded  and  demui-red.  The  suit  was 
brought  21st  Jvly,  1869,  upon  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of 
lands,  dated  16th  and  17th  April,  and  the  demurrer  was  filed 
on  the  10th  Septemher  in  that  year.    Delays  from  various 
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Cannes  havingr  arisen,  and  the  Judge  in  Equitj  being  interested 
in  the  cause,  the  demurrer  wa^  recently  argued  before  mc, 
and  the  first  question  that  arose  was  the  regularity  of  the 
demurrer  book  filed  by  the  defendant,  (one  having  been  filed 
alfto  by  the  plaintiff,)  which  involved  something  more  than 
mere  matter  of  form.  The  agreement,  as  alleged  by  the 
plaintiff,  was  annexed  to  his  writ  as  an  exhibit  marked  **  A/' 
consisting  of  a  memorandum,  as  follows: 

*'  I  will  H*II  ten  acres  of  land  (including  the  water  lots)  as 

al«<o  two  and  three-quaTter  acres  of  land  belonging  to  Judge 

Johnnfone,  adjoining,  for  the  sum  of  four  handred  and  thirty 

dollars  per  acre,  equal  to  85482.50^r  £1370  12«.  6<L,  and  on 

which  sum  I  will  allow  you  a  commission  of  2  per  cent. 

Terms  of  sale  as  follows,  say : 

£     a,    <?. 

One-third  cash  456  17    6 

Two-tliirds  on  mortgage 913  15    0 

12}  acres  at  8430 1370  12    6 

"(Sgd.)       J-  W.  Johnstone 
-  16th  April,  ISGOr 

Tlien  followed  a  second  memorandum,  as  follows : 

"  I  agree  to  bo  the  purchaser  of  the  foregoing  property, 
agreeable  to  the  terms  therein  expreased/' 

"(Sgd.)         B.   H.    HORXSBY." 
•  17th  April,  ISCVr 

And  an  agreement  without  date,  as  follows  : 

"  Agreement  made  and  entered  into  between  William  At. 
Allan,  tuin^ut  of  James  U*.  Johnstone  the  younger,  of  Dart^ 
inoiifh,  EH4]uire,  an«l  Ihnnei  IL  llovnthj  of  ^a/i/ax,  Esquire : 

"  Whoivas  the  said  James  W.  Johnstone  \\it  younger,  by  an 
instrmnent  in  writing  under  his  hand  dated  the  ICth  day  of 
April,  A.  D.  1SG9,  authorized  the  said  Wm,  Af.  Allan  to  sell 
ten  acres  of  laml  at  Dartmouth,  on  the  western  side  of  the 
nuid  loading  to  the  South  Eastern  Battery,  including  the 
water  lots,  and  also  two  and  three-fourths  acres  of  land 
adjoining,  for  the  sum  of  'four  hundred  and  thirty  dollara  per 
acre,  one-third  to  be  paid  in  cash  and  the  remainder  to  be 
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Becured  by  bond  and  mortg^^e,  as  will  appear  by  the  said 
instrument  or  authoritj',  which  is  hereby  annexed. 

"  And  whereas  the  said  Bennet  II.  HomAy^  on  the  17th 
day  of  ilpt*t7,  A.  D.  1869,  agreed  to  purchase  the  said  lots  of 
land  upon  the  temm  and  at  the  price  above  mentioned. 

"  Now  the  said  Wm.  M,  Allan,  as  such  agent,  doth  hereby 
agree  with  the  said  Bennet  H.  Hi/i'nfhy  to  sell  him  the  said 
twelve  and  three-fourths  acres,  including  the  water  lots,  at 
the  price  of  fonr  hundred  and  thirty  dollars  per  acre,  or  five 
thousand  four  hundred  and  eighty-two  dollars  and  fifty  centa 
for  the  iRrhole,  and  to  give  him  good  and  sufiicient  deed  or 
deeds,  to  convey  the  same  to  him  in  feo-simple,  free  from 
incumbrances,  one-third  of  the  said  amount  to  be  paid  in  cash 
and  the  balance  secured  by  bond  and  mortgage  on  the 
premisea. 

'^  And  the  said  Bennet  H.  Homsby  agrees  to  purchase  said 
lots  on  the  terms  above  mentioned,  and  to  pay  therefor  four 
hundred  and  thirty  dollars  per  acre,  one-third  to  be  paid  in 
OLsh  and  the  balance  secured  by  bond  and  mortgage  on  the 

premiseft." 

**  (Sgfl)  Wm.  M.  Allan, 

Agent  for  J.  W  Johnstone. 

B.  H.   HORNSBY." 

"(Sgd.)       J.  N.  Ritchie,    ) 

Witness"  J 

The  defendant*s  demurrer  book  ^ets  out  only  the  first 
memorandum.  The  plaintifTs  set  out  this  and  the  other  two 
papers,  which  I  held  to  be  ri]|>ht,  and  directed  the  defendant's 
demuiTer  book  to  be  amende<t  accordingl}'. 

Another  preliminary  question  then  arose  as  to  the  extent 
and  scope  of  the  argument  The  defendant  and  his  counsel 
contended  that  they  ha<l  a  right  to  take  all  technical  and  for- 
mal objections  according  to  the  Chancery  practice  in  England^ 
while  the  counsel  for  the  piaititiff  urged  that  the  Bnglislt 
practice  did  not  apply,  and  that  the  defendant  was  confined 
to  matters  of  substance.  This  question  was  by  no  means  new 
to  me,  and  I  had  formed  a  very  decided  opinion  upon  it  Our 
Equity  Court  being  a  branch  of  the  Supreme  Court,  is  bound 
by  the  fourth  section  of  the  Equity  Act  to  observe  the  prac- 
tice of  that  Court  unless  in  exceptional  cases,  and,  by  the 
eighth  section,  demurrers  in  Equity  causes  are  to  be  heaixl 
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and  determined  on  the  same  principles  as  obtain  in  the 
Supreme  Court  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  sections  61 
to  70  of  the  Practice  Act,  chapter  134,  apply  equally  to 
demurrers  in  Equity  as  at  Common  Law.  In  the  case  of 
Wormald  v.  DeLisU,  3  Beavan,  18,  which  was  cited  at  the 
argument,  decided  in  1840,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  allowed  a 
demurrer  on  the  ground  of  the  statements  in  the  bill  being 
vague  and  uncertain.  This,  I  think,  cannot  be  done  here,  the 
defendant  having  his  remedy  under  chapter  134,  section  62. 
Tt  was  stated  that  the  Equity  Judge  had  heard  a  demurrer  on 
the  ground  of  multifariousness,  but  this  I  must  take  leave  to 
doubt.  So  also  surplusage,  impertinence,  and  other  grounds 
of  demurrer  in  the  Chancery  books  are,  in  my  view,  to  be 
met  b}*  the  remedies  in  our  own  practice.  And  the  counts  of 
the  plaintilBTs  writ  or  declaration  being  demurred  to  as  bad 
for  reasons  assigned,  I  directed  the  words  "in  substance  "  ta 
be  added,  the  plaintiff  in  his  joinder  to  the  fii*st,  second  and 
third  amended  counts  having  alleged  that  they  wei-e  severally 
good  in  substance. 

Now  there  are,  no  doubt,  objections  to  each  of  the  three 
counts  which  do  not  apply  to  all,  and  each  of  them  with  a  view 
to  costs  ought,  strictly  speaking,  to  be  separately  examined. 
But  costs  in  this  argument,  as  I  take  it,  are  a  very  subsidiary 
consideration,  and  the  object  of  both  parties  is  to  obtain  a 
judgment  on  the  main  questions,  which  will  be  much  more 
^conveniently  and  succinctly  considered  by  treating  the 
declaration  as  a  whole. 

The  defendant,  then,  by  demurring  admits,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  argument,  all  the  material  facts  in  the  writ, — 
that  he  signed  the  memorandum  of  the  16th  April, — ^that 
he  authorized  and  empowered  the  late  William,  M.  Allan  to 
sell  the  property  thei'ein  described  at  the  piice  mentioned, — 
that  TT.  /.  Allan  forthwith  agreed  to  sell  the  property  at  that 
price  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff  signed  the  above 
pi^pers, — ^that  Allan,  having  signed  the  agreement,  notified  the 
defendant  thereof,  and  that  as  to  the  two  and  three-quarter 
acres  the  Hon.  Jaa.  W.  Johnstone,  before  action  brought,  had 
carried  out  his  portion  of  the  agreement  and  conveyed  the 
two  and  three-quarter  acres  owned  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  -, 
but  the  defendant  has  refused  to  convey  his  portion^  though 
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one-third  of  the  purchase  money  has  been  tendered  to  him, 
and  the  plaintiff  has  e.^ecuted  and  is  ready  to  deliver  a  mort- 
gage at  one  year  for  the  other  two-thirds. 

It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  the  defences  set  up  in  the 
pleas  are  to  a  great  extent — and  the  defence  of  a  revocation 
of  Allan*8  authority  known  to  the  plaintiff  is  altogether — • 
^hut  out  at  this  stage  of  the  cause,  and  we  have  to  enquire' 
solely  into  the  grounds  of  objection  to  the  plaintiff's  recovery 
appearing  upon  the  fact:  of  his  writ ;  and  these  objections,  as 
I  have  said,  must  be  matters  of  substance,  as  set  out  in  the 
reasons  annexed  to  the  three  demurrers.  There  are  one  or 
two,  partaking  more  of  form  than  substance,  that  we  may 
first  of  all  dispose  of.  It  was  objected,  that  if  the  common 
law  practice  prevails,  the  agreement  should  have  been  set  out 
in  the  body  of  the  writ  and  not  as  a  matter  of  annexation  or 
reference.  But  considering  the  numerous  papers  that  must 
sometimes  accompany  and  be  more  or  less  fully  referred  to  in 
Equity  suits,  I  think  this  is  one  of  the  points  in  which  the 
common  law  practice  is  not  applicable  under  section  24, 
1  Daniel's  Chancei^y  Practice,  3rd  ed.,  309.  It  was  next 
objected  that  the  defendant's  memorandum  gave  no  authority 
to  Mr.  Allan,  because  it  is  not  addressed  to  him.  But  inde- 
pendently of  the  second  count  being  founded  on  a  parol 
authority,  this  objection  is  not  stated  in  the  reasons  for 
demurring,  unless  by  implication,  and  if  it  was  to  be  urged,  I 
think  it  should  have  been  clearly  expres«^ed.  It  was  urged 
that  no  parol  authority  to  Allan  would  avail,  but  this  is  a 
point  too  clearly  settled  to  bo  disputed.  Under  the  4th  and 
17th  sections  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  answei'iug  to  the  3rd 
and  4th  sections  of  ours,  chapter  118,  "  some  memorandum  or 
note  in  writing  must  be  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  or 
some  other  pereon  authorized  by  him,"  and  that  authority,  as 
appears  by  numerous  cases  in  our  own  and  in  the  English 
Courts,  need  not  be  in  writing.  Whether  it  would  not  be  wise 
to  requii*e  it  to  be  so,,  at  least  upon  any  contract  or  sale  of 
lands,  is  a  point  that  has  boon  sometimes  debated. 

These  objections  being  disposed  of,  bring  us  to  the  main 
question, — the  legal  effect  of  the  defendant's  memoitrndum  of 
Kith  Apnl,  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  the  admissibility 
of  parol  evidence  to  supply  its  omissions. 
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Let  us  first  inquire,  \rhat  is  the  fair  meaning  of  this 
memorandum,  and  ifvhat  was  in  the  mind  of  the  defendant 
when  he  wrote  it.  Was  it  an  authority  to  sell  or  only  to  nego- 
tiate a  sale,  as -he  and  his  counsel  now  contend,  subject  to  hia 
approval  ?  Did  it  empower  the  agent  to  find  out  and  dose 
with  any  purchaser  he  might  select  ?  or  was  the  defendant  to 
have  a  veto  on  the  selection  ?  These  are  important  distinc- 
tions on  which  several  of  the  cases  turn.  Sugckn  an  VendorSt 
14th  ed.,  132.  In  Wm-nerw  Willivgton,3  Drewry,  528,  Vice- 
Chancellor  Kindei^y,  in  the  cas3  of  a  memorHodum  of  lease 
observed,  that  "  there  was  a  c)ear  distinction  between  a 
memorandum  of  ofiTer  and  a  memorandum  of  agreement.  In 
case  of  an  offer  no  doubt  the  party  signing  it  may  at 
any  time  before  acceptance,  retract ;  but  if  it  be  an  agree- 
ment, though  signed  by  one  party  alone,  he  cannot  .retract  at 
his  pleasure,  but  all  he  can  do  is  to  call  upon  the  other  party 
to  sign  or  rescind  the  agreement."  This  oliservation  does  not 
directly  bear  upon  the  case  in  hand,  because  the  defendant's 
memorandum  was  only  the  appointment  of  an  agent,  and  the 
question  is  the  extent  of  his  power  before  revocation.  Now 
looking  at  the  words :  *"  I  will  sell,"  and  I  will  allow  you  com- 
mission of  two  per  cent,'*  giving  the  terms  of  sale,  I  cannot 
help  thinking  that  it  w&s  a  power  to  sell  on  these  terms  and 
without  restriction  as  to  the  puitshaser  if  the  prescribed  terma 
could  be  obtained.  Had  it  been  a  mere  authority  to  look  out 
for  an  offer,  reserving  a  right  to  assent  to  or  reject  it,  the 
memorandum  would  have  been  differently  worded.  Ever}-- 
thing  depends  on  the  language  used. 

In  the  case  of  Chinnock  i\  Marchionega  of  Ely,  6  New 
Rep.,  1,  (1865),  the  Lord  Chancellor  held  that  the  letters  pro- 
duced did  not  constitute  a  contract.  ''An  agreement,"  he  said, 
*'  was  the  result  of  the  mutual  consent  of  two  parties  to  cer- 
tain terms,  and  if  it  was  clear  there  was  no  eoTMensus,  what 
might  have  been  written  or  said  was  immaterial."  "The 
house  agent  here  had  no  authority  to  make  any  final  agree- 
ment for  sale  of  the  property ;  his  functions  were  to  exhibit 
the  terms  on  which  the  defendant  proposed  to  sell,  to  receive 
any  offei-s  or  proposals,  and  to  transmit  them  to  the  solicitor 
and  agent  of  the  defendant." 
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This  is*  a  very  different  case  from  the  present,  where  a 
much  more  extended  authority  was  given  and  the  memoran- 
dum has  a  defined  and  obvious  meaning. 

The  passages  cited  from  1  HiUiard  on  Vendors  and  Pur- 
chaser's, 65-68,  rather  aid  this  conclusion.  In  Coleman  v. 
Lannigan,  18  Barb.,  60,  the  land  broker  had  authority  merely 
to  closo  the  bargain,  which,  aST^the  Court' thought,  did  not 
involve  the  right,  in  case  of  lands,  to  sign  a  contract  of  sale. 
But  in  Jolinson  v.  McGrvLdei\  15  Mis.,  365,  it  was  held  that 
although  a  title  bond  executed  by  an  agent  is  insuAicient  to 
bind  the  principal  at  law,  yet  if  the  agent  were  authorized 
and  intended  to  bind  him,  a  specific  performance  may  lie 
decreed  in  Equity,  there  being  a  sufficient  note  or  memomn* 
dum  (that  is  by  virtue  of  the  bond)  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds. 

The  exceptions,  however,  that  are  taken  to  this  memoran- 
dum under  the  statute  are  much  more  weighty,  and  raise  some 
very  nice  questions.  I  don't  think  much  of  the  objection 
that  there  is  no  time  specified  for  (layment  of  the  mortgage. 
It  could  not  have  been  intended  for  a  less  period  than  a  yeai*, 
and  the  mortgage  having  been  made  payable  at  that  timo,  a 
Court  is  bound,  I  think,  to  accept  this  as  a  reasonable  con- 
struction. Neither  do  I  think  much  of  the  two  and  throe- 
fourths  acres  which  the  defendant  did  not  own  having  lieon 
included  in  the  memorandum  and>tince  conveyed  to  the  plain- 
tiff. The  specific  performance  ii  sought  only  as  to  the  tiiU 
acres  of  which  the  defendant  is  seised,  and  which  arn  in  no 
way  connected  with  the  two  and  three-fourths  acres  or  with 
any  interest  of  the  defendant  that  appears  on  this  demurrer 
beyond  the  fact  that  the  two  properties  adjoin. 

In  Price  v.  Griffith,  8  Law  &  Eq.  Rep.,  76,  Knight  Jiruet', 
L.  J.,  said :  **  I  can  conceive  a  case  where  a  person  who  has 
contracted  to  convey  more  than  it  is  in  his  power  to  couvc}', 
ought  to  be  decreed  to  convey  what  he  can,  either  with  or 
without  making  compensation  to  the  vendee  for  such  part  of 
the  subject  matter  of  the  contract  as  the  vendor  is  unable  to 
convey."  In  Graham  v.  Oliver,  3  Beavan,  128,  dcfen<lant  ha(^ 
agreed  to  sell  more  than  it  was  found  that  he  owned,  (a 
strcngcr  case  than  the  present  where  a  distmct  title  to  tlio 
two  and  three-fourths   acres  is  stated  on   the  face  of  the 
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agi'cemcni),  and  on  a  bill  for  specific  performance  the  Master 
of  the  Kolls,  while  stating  the  difficulty  in  such  cases,  sa3'S : 
*'  The  general  rule  subject  to  some  qualification,  undoubtedly 
is  that  when  a  party  has  entered  into  a  contract  for  more 
than  he  has,  the  purchaser,  if  he  thinks  fit  to  accept  that 
which  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  vendor  to  give,  is  entitled  to  a 
pcrfcriuance  to  th.at  extent."  It  would  seem  from  this  case 
thnt  the  plnintlu*  might  have  dropped  the  two  and  three- 
quarter  acres  if  not  conveyed  to  him,  and  proceeded  for  th^ 
t«n. 

Three  objections  remain  that  are  worthy  of  a  closer  and 
more  extended  considemtion.  It  is  urged  that  the  plaintiffs 
name  not  appearing  in  the  memorandum  there  is  no  mutuality 
(6  C.  B,  N,  S.,  249)  and  no  conti-^ct  as  between  him  and  the 
defendant,  and  the  subsequent  agreement  between  the  plaintiff 
and  Allan  being  in  the  name  of  the  agent  and  not  of  the 
defendant,  does  not  bind  him.  That  the  ten  acres  are  not 
descrilnxl  in  the  memorandum,  and  that  the  parol  evidence, 
which  is  indispensibte  to  localize  and  identify  the  lot  is  inad- 
missible in  view  of  the  decided  cases.  All  the  authorities 
that  were  cited  at  the  argument  upon  these  points  I  have 
attentively  considered,  with  many  others  to  be  found  in  the 
books. 

The  conclusions  the  Court*  have  come  to  have  been  deter- 
mined more  than  once  by  a  bare  majority,  and  the  most 
rntinrnt  judirc<  have  revereed  each  others  decisions,  and 
soTniliincH  their  own.  I  need  instance  only  the  case  of 
Ridgwf^f  V.  Whinion,  6  House  of  Lords  Cases,  252.  There 
tlie  dfeirve  pronounced  by  Vice -Chancellor  Stuart  was 
reveiv  d  hy  Lord  Chancellor  Cvanxvorth,  and,  upon  further 
appeal  to»  the  House  of  Lords,  the  reversal  was  upheld  by 
Lords  Cramn'oiih,  Brougham  and  Wensleydale,  but  opposed 
by  l-ord  SL  Leonards,  Their  judgments  occupy  upwards  of 
fitly  print(»df  pajjes  of  the  reports,  and  the  Lord  Chancellors 
is  ii^iimrkabK*  fur  the  frank  admission  of  an  error  he  had 
fallen  into  in  his  first  decision,  for  which  he  is  highly  com- 
pliuientetl  by  Lcrd  Bivugham,  Folio  25G-269.  See  also 
FiUrnaurice  v.  Bailnj,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  3  L.  T.  Rep., 
69.  In  that  cftse  the  defendant,  Sir  John  Bailfy,  by  hiR 
agi?ut,  signed  an  agreement  in  writing  to  take  the  lease  of  a 
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house  from  the  plaintiff  for  the  residue  of  the  term,  being 
five  years,  and,  further,  to  take  from  the  plaintiff  a  lease  of 
stables  for  the  same  rent  and  on  the  same  conditions  as  the 
plaintiff  held  the  same.  The  plaintiff  held  a  lease  of  the 
stables  of  which  seven  years  were  to  run.  It  was  objepted 
that  the  t^rm  for  which  the  stables  were  to  be  taken  was  not 
specified  in  the  writing.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held 
the  memorandum  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute,  but  their 
judgment  was  reversed  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber  'and  ulti- 
mately by  the  House  of  Lords  by  a  majority  of  one.  The 
Judges  who  were  called  in  being  divided,  and  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor being  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  but  Lords  Cramvorth 
and  Chelmsford  for  the  defendant. 

One  cannot  but  proceed  with  diffidence  in  dealing  with 
matters  that  have  thus  divided  the  leading  minds  of  the  pro- 
fession in  England.  Some  principles,  however,  may  be 
considered  as  settled,  and  for  my  part  I  have  found  no  reaiime 
of  them  so  full  and  upon  the  whole  so  accurate  as  in  Taylor 
on  Evidence,  3rd  ed.,  fol.  832-5. 

If  the  defendant's  memorandum  constituted  the  agreement, 
— if  Allan  had  no  authority  to  enter  into  the  agreement  of 
17th  April,  then  it  is  clear  that  the  want  of  plaintiff's  name  is 
fatal  to  it.  Addison  on  Contracts,  GO,  5()6 ;  Williams  v. 
Lake,  2  El.  &  El.,  340.  The  names  of  both  contracting  parties 
must  be  collected  from  the  memorandum ;  though  on  this 
point  the  Courts  show  little  inclination  in  their  latter  decisions 
to  enforce  any  strict  rule.  Tuylo^*  on  Evidence,  835.  In 
Waiiier  v.  Willivgton,  3  Drewry's  Reps.,  523,  decided  in  1856, 
which  was  a  suit  for  specific  performance,  with  a  demurrer  as 
in  the  case  in  hand,  there  was  a  memorandum  of  lease  signed 
by  the  lessee  but  not  mentioning  the  lessor,  and  Vice-Chancellor 
Kiaderdey  said :  ''  No  doubt,  as  a  general  rule,  in  order  to 
maintain  an  action  upon  a  memorandum  of  agreement  signed 
by  a  puVcbaser  or  intended  lessee,  the  name  of  the  vemlor  or 
intended  lessor  must  appear  in  the  memorandum  as  well  as 
the  other  terms  of  the  agreement  C/wimpion  v.  Plummn\ 
1  N.  R ,  252.  But  though  this  is  the  general  rulo,  tliore  ia 
this  exception,  that  if  it  can  be  ascertained  who  in  the  vendor 
or  intended  lessor  from  some  other  document  which  is  suffi- 
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ciently  connected  with  the  memorandum  br  clear  reference, 
that  will  aid  the  defect  of  the  memorandum/' 

This  other  document,  it  is  to  be  observed,  means  a  docu- 
ment or  Writing  to  which  reference  is  made  in  the  defective 
memorandum,  and  not  a  distinct  agreement  made  as  in  this 
case  in  the  exercise  of  a  real  or  supposed  authority.  See 
DwrCn  Yen.  &  Pur,  112 ;  Wheder  v.  Collier,  Moo.  &  M.,  123. 
Was  this  agreement  then  made  between  the  plaintiff  and 
Allan  as  agent  of  the  defendant,  and  signed  by  AUan  as  such 
agent,  a  legal  and  sufficient  instrument  ?  I  will  shortly  review 
the  authorities  on  this  head.  Dart  in  his  treatine  on  Venchwa 
and  Purcha8ei%  2nd  ed.,  120,  says :  "  A  signature  in  the  name 
of  an  agent  will  bind  the  principal  if  the  agency  bo  established," 
and  he  cites  two  cases  from  4  TatinL,  209 ;  2  B,*ik  C,  945 ; 
both  of  which  I  have  examined. 

In  the  case  so  often  cited  in  the  books  of  Clinan  v.  Cooke, 
1  Sch.  &  Lef.,  22,  where  Lord  Redesdale,  affirmed  the  suffi- 
ciency of  a  parol  authority,  the  agreement  was  signed  not 
by  the  defendant  himself  though  drawn  in  his  name,  but  by 
his  Agent;  Meagher,  under  seal,  and  the  question  was  as  to  the 
extent  of  his  authority  ;  but  no  objection  seems  to  have  been 
taken  to  the  signature  by  the  agent.  In  Blore  v.  Sutton, 
8  Mer.,  237,  the  agreement  was  signed  by  the  clerk  of  the 
agent  under  his  direction,  and  in  the  usual  course  of  business, 
and  was  held  insufficient,  though,  as  it  woiild  seem  from  the 
language  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  it  would  have  been  good 
if  signed  by  the  authorized  agent  himself.  The  same  conclu- 
sion I  think  is  to  be  di-awn  from  the  case  already  cited  from 
6  House  of  Lords,  258.  So  that  the  signature  of  Allan  as 
agent  under  these  cases  was  sufficient  to  bind  the  defendant  if 
be  had  authority. 

The  same  principles  of  construction  apply  to  the  4th  and 
I7th  sections  of  the  act,  and  in  the  case  of  Neivell  v.  Radford, 
L.  R,  3  C.  P.,  52,  it  was  held  on  a  purchase  of  flour  that  the 
signature  of  the  defendant's  agent  bound  him.  See  also  the 
case  of  Hood  v.  BaMmjton,  L.  R.,  6  Equity  Cases,  222.  where 
the  solicitors  of  the  defendant  signed  an  agreement  for  sale  of 
a  lease-hold  house,  "  for  and  on  account  of  Viscount  Barrhig- 
ton"  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  principal  was 
bound. 
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The  main  dif&culty,  however,  as  I  account  it,  in  applying 
the  statute  to  this  agreement  still  remains.  It  aiises  out  of 
the  defective  description  of  the  premises,  and  will  require  a 
more  comprehensive  and  exact  review  of  the  authorities  than 
has  been  necessaiy  in  dealing  with  the  other  objections. 

I  must,  first  of  all,  observe  that  the  plaintiti's  right  to  a 
specific  performance  rests  entirely  upon  the  defendant's  memo- 
randum of  16th  April.  It  refers  to  no  other  document  or 
paper  of  any  kind,  and  no  other  is  allegeil  to  have  existed 
under  his  hand.  If,  indeed,  the  agreement  of  AUan  could  be 
imported  into  or  connected  with  it,  all  uncertainty  would  be 
at  an  end.  But  that.  I  take  it,  is  entirely  out  of  the  question. 
The  defendant  is  no  party  to  that  agreement,  and  when  the 
agent  brought  anything  into  it  that  went  beyond  the  memo- 
randum he  exceeded  his  authority. 

As  a  fundamental  principle  the  statute  requires  written 
evidence,  which  need  not  be  comprised  in  a  single  document 
or  be  drawn  in  a  particular  form,  but  the  contract  in  all  essen- 
tial particulars  must  be  clearly  and  plainly  made  out  by  the 
letters,  memoranda  and  other  writings  of  the  party  to  be 
charged.  This  is  clearly  laid  down  by  Chancellor  Kent  in 
Parkhurat  v.VanCauraandt,  1  Johns.  Ch.  Reps.,  280:  "  Unless," 
says  he, "  the  essential  terms  of  the  bargain  and  sale  can  bo 
ascertained  from  the  writing  itself,  or  by  a  reference  contained 
in  it,  to  something  else,  the  writing  is  not  a  compliance  with 
the  statute.  The  cases  to  this  point,"  he  adds,  *'  are  decisive.'* 
He  then  cites  Blagden  v.  Bradhear,  12  Yes.,  466,  whei«  the 
receipt  was  held  to  be  defective  in  a  material  particular 
because  it  did  not  specify  thft  price,  a  point  which,  if  paixd 
evidence  had  been  receivable,  could  have  been  easily  shown 
by  the  auctioneer,  but  the  defendant  by  insisting  on  th® 
statute,  had  thrown  it  on  the  plaintiff  to  establish  a  complete 
written  agreement,  and  the  bill  was  dismissed.  So  in  Clerk 
v.  Wright,  I  Atk.,  12,  the  omission  to  mention  the  price  in  a 
letter  acknowledging  the  contract  to  sell,  was  held  by  Lord 
Bardwicke  to  be  fatal,  and  the  statute  prevailed. 

The  same  doctrine  is  to  be  found  in  many  other  ciuses 
cited  by  the  Chancellor,  as  well  at  law  as  in  equity,  and  he 
winds  up  by  saying:  "I  am  warranted  in  considering  it  as  a 
settled  principle,  that,  if  the  Court  cannot  ascertain  with 
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reasonable  certainty  the  terms  (including,  he  might  have 
added,  tlie  subject  matter)  of  the  agreement  from  the  writing 
or  sotnc  oklier  paper  to  which  it  refers,  the  writing  does  not 
t^ke  the  case  out  of  the  statute/' 

It  is  to  he  noticed  that  in  many  of  the  cases  the  defect 
in  tl)e  writing  arose  merely  from  accident  or  carelessness, — it 
was  an  omission  generally  of  some  particular,  on  which,  as 
between  man  and  man,  there  was  no  room  for  doubt.  Yet 
the  inexorable  demand  of  the  statute  for  a  written  contract 
was  sustained  by  the  Courts,  and  a  decree  for  specific  per- 
formance rL»fnsed  upon  this  ground. 

In  the  light  of  these  principles  let  us  look  again  at  the 
memorandum,  "  I  will  sell  ten  acres  of  land  including  the 
water  lots,  as  also  two  and  three  quarter  acres  belonging  to 
Judge  Johnafove  a<ijoining."  This  is  all.  Where  are  these 
ten  and  these  two  and  thi-ee-quarter  acres  of  land.  At  Dart- 
monfh  or  at  Hallfnx  ?    In  this  County  or  this  Province  ? 

Tlie  agieement  of  17th  Aj)ril  supplies  the  omission,  and 
the  writ  descriV)es  them  still  more  particularly  than  the  agree- 
ment. But  the  memorandum  signed  by  the  defendant  is 
silent,  accidentally  it  may  be, — we  presume  indeed  it  was  so, 
— but  still  it  is  silent,  and  as  of  itself  it  is  obviously  insuffi- 
cient,  the  (question  resolves  itself  into  this,  whether  the 
mpmoranduni  or  agreement  of  the  defendant  in  writing, 
belied  on  in  the  fii*st  and  third  counts,  can  be  supplemented 
by  parol  «^vidence.  The  second  count,  for  the  reason  already 
given,  1  do  not  consider  apart  from  the  firat  and  third. 

Although  the  oljection  that  the  premises  were  insufficiently 
set  out  was  taken  at  the  argumcjit  and  is  one  of  the  i*casons 
assigiied  for  the  demurrer  it  did  not  assume  the  prominence 
that  it  deserves,  nor  weie  the  cases  cited  upon  this  point  that 
have  mainly  determined  my  own  judgment.  Several  of  the 
cases  on  the  reception  of  parol  evidence  were  cited  from  the 
most  r<*cent  books,  but  not  the  cases  upon  the  imperfect 
desniplion  of  lands. 

Let  us  first  of  all  consider  the  general  doctrine.  In  Clowes 
v.  Higgivson,  I  Ves.  &  Beamcs,  526, Sir  Tho$..l^lumm€r,Y.C,, 
uses  this  language :  "  The  exclusion  of  parol  evidence, offered  to 
explain,  add  to,  or  in  some  way  to  vary  a  written  contract 
relative  lo  land,  stands  upon  two  distinct  grounds;  not  simply 
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as  being  in  direct  opposition  to  the  Statufe  of  Frauds,  but 
also  upon  the  general  rule  of  evidence,  independent  of  that 
statute.  The  writing  must  speak  for  itself,  and  can  receive  no 
aid  from  extrinsic  evidence  of  this  more  loase  and  un»«it-isfac- 
tory  nature.  That  which  is  the  rule  of  law  prevails  also  in 
courts  of  equity,  which  admit  of  no  different  rule  of  law  upon 
this  subject  Thus  far  the  rule  is  perfectly  clear;  rejecting 
parol  evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiff  to  constitute,  vary 
or  explain  a  contract  in  writing  respecting  land,  of  which  he 
seeks  the  specific  pei*formance  in  a  court  of  equity/'  So  in 
the  case  of  Parkhurst  v.  VanCow^andt  already  cited,  it  is 
declared  to  be  a  principle  well  settled  that  when  the  agree- 
ment is  defective  it  cannot  be  supplied  by  parol  proof,  for 
that  would  be  at  once  to  open  the  door  to  perjury,  and  to 
introduce  all  the  mischiefs  w^hich  the  Statatt  of  Fixiiuh  and 
Pojai^y  was  intended  to  prevent.  The  cases  of  CI  hum  v. 
Cook,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.»  22,  of  Boydell  v.  Ihnimmo^ul  11  East.,  142, 
and  of  Brodie  v.  8t.  Paid,  I  Ves.,  Jr.,  326,  are  very  decisive 
on  this  point,  as  far  as  authorit}^  might  be  wanting  in  support 
of  a  principle  so  very  clear  and  expedient,  and  which  appears, 
says  the  Chancellor,  to  have  been  uniformly  admitted  by  the 
Courts.  In  the  Aviei^ican  notes  to  1  White  Jk  Tudor's  EqvAty 
Cases,  543,  the  same  doctrine  is  maintained  and  in  Dwight  v. 
Povieroy,  17  Ma.ss.,  303,  Parsons,  C,  J.,  regarded  the  principle 
&s  fully  settled  by  the  more  recent  Chancery  decisions  in 
Evglandy  and  that  a  few  cases  (noticed  by  Sugden  in  hi.«r 
Vendors  and  Purchasei*s,  1C4,)  bearing  a  different  aspect 
have  been  explained  away  or  over-ruled  by  subsequent  deci- 
sions (26  L.  T.  R,  90). 

The  policy  of  the  statute,  says  Taylor,  (folio  835)  is  to 
prevent  fraud  and  peijury  by  taking  all  the  enumerated 
transactions  out  of  the  reach  of  any  verbal  testimony.  Still, 
though  parol  evidence  cannot  be  received  to  alter  the  terms 
of  the  written  contract,  or  to  supply  an}*  omissions,  such 
evidence  may  Me  admitted  to  show  the  situation  of  the  parties 
at  the  time  the  contract  was  made,  or  to  identify  any  plans 
or  other  documents  referred  to  in  the  contract,  as  also  to 
explain  the  language  employed,  or  even,  as  it  seems,  to  fix 
the  date  at  which  it  was  committed  to  writin<r. 
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I  Imve  already  said  that  the  same  rules  of  construction 
apply  to  the  4th  and  17th  sections  of  the  Englifk  statute.  I 
refer,  therefore,  to  sonic  of  the  cases  in  the  I7th,  that  is  on 
our  fourth  section,  as  to  the  sale  of  goods.  In  Kewtll  v. 
litulford,  supra  ,  the  defendant  refused  to  deliver  flour  on 
a  memorandum  signed  by  his  agent  in  these  words  entered  in 
one  of  the  plaintiff's  books :  "  Mr,  NervM,  32  sacks  colasses 
at  89/.  280 lbs.,  to  wait  orden,  John  Williania*'  This  was 
keU  bimJing  an  the  defendant,  though  it  was  impossible  to 
tell  from  the  memorandum  which  of  the  parties  was  the  buyer 
am)  which  the  seller.  Bt/tes,  J. — Hero  thero  is  more  than  the 
memorandum,  for  thcro  is  evidence  that  the  plaintifi  was  a 
baker  who  would  reqtiiro  flour,  and  the  defendant  a  person 
who  wns  in  the  habit  of  selling  it.  Bovill,  C.  J. — The  sur- 
rounding circumstances  are  always  admissible  to  explain 
any  ambiguity  (I  presume  the  Chief  Justice  meant  any 
latent  ambiguity)  in  the  written  contract  In  Spicer  v. 
Coopn\  1  Q.  B.,  424,  (which  turned  upon  the  meaning  of 
words  as  used  in  the  trade)  parol  evidence  was  admitted  to 
show  that  £5  mentioned  in  the  memorandum  meant  £5  per 
cwt.  Ami  in  McDc/nald  v.  Longhottom,  1  Ell.  &  Ell.,  977,  it 
M'as  admitted  to  show  show  that  "your  wool"  included  wool 
bought  of  other  farmei-s  besides  that  which  came  from  the 
plaintitt'*s  own  shoop.  Now  as  to  the  4th  section  of  the 
Jivafinh  statute.  The  latest  case  I  have  found  is  that  of 
Horttty  V.  Omhum,  L.  R.,  5  C.  P.,  D,  decided  in  1869,  which 
was  nn  action  of  damages.  The  plaintiff  being  desirous  of 
obtaining  a  transfer  of  the  lease  of  a  public  house  from 
defendant,  who  was  a  public  house  broker,  two  memoranda 
passed  between  them,  in  the  second  of  which  defendant  said: 
•*  Mr.  H.  (the  plaintiff)  now  informs  me  he  is  in  possession  of 
£60  eash,  and  such  being  the  case,  I  hereby  agroe  to  get  the 
lease  and  everything  for  such  sum  of  £60  cash,"  The 
defen«1ant  acted  as  broker  and  had  no  fnterest  in  the  public 
house  himself.  One  of  the  qticstions  was,  whether  the 
agreement  was  sufficiently  definite  to  constitute  a  good 
memorandum  in  writing,  and  it  was  held  that  it  was, — that 
the  meaning  of  the  word  "everything"  might  be  explained b}'' 
the  first  memomnilum  in  writing,  and  that  parol  evidence  was 
admissible  to  show  what  the  lease  was  to  which  the  second 
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memorandum  referred.  BovUl,  C.  J« — "  It  is  always  allowable 
to  show  what  is  the  niatter  respecting  which  the  contract  is 
made,  and  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  Blackacre  is  indefinite 
till  it  is  shown  what  Blackacre  is.  Then  it  is  said  that  the 
word  "  everything  "  is  too  indefinite ;  bnt  it  will  be  rendered 
definite  so  soon  as  it  is  known  what  the  parties  are  contracting 
about;  and  here  that  is  to  be  found  in  writing  in  the  first 
memorandum  of  the  10th  of  March."  So  in  the  case  of  Sari 
V.  BourdiUan,  1  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  182,  Oi^eastveU,  J.,  said:  "The 
question  of  identity  (meaning  identity  of  parcels)  in  an  agree- 
ment under  the  4th  section  of  the  act  may  be  left*  to  parol 
evidence." 

It  will  now  be  perceived  on  how  narrow  a  point  this  case 
in  my  opinion  turns.  The  decisions  upon  it  are  few.  I  have 
cited  two  of  the  most  recent.  Let  us  now  look  to  the  earlier 
ones.  In  Ogilvie  v.  Foljambe,  3  Mer.,  53,  in  1817,  the 
defendant's  letter  spoke  of  the  house  as  "  Mr.  Ogilvie*B  house," 
and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  said  that  parol  evidence  has 
alvrays  been  admitted  in  such  a  case  to  show  what  house  and 
to  what  premises  the  treaty  related.  In  Otuen  v.  ThomaB^ 
3  Myl.  k  Keene,  353,  in  1834,  the  house  was  mentioned  as 
"  the  house,  etc,  in  Newport.  The  money  to  be  paid  soon  as 
the  deeds  can  be  had  from  Mr.  Deere.**  On  which  the  Master 
of  the  Rolk  observed :  "  It  is  true  that  the  agreement  must  be 
certain  in  its  terms  but  id  ceHum  est  quod  cerium  reddi 
pote-at  It  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  agreement  that  the 
house  refeiTed  to  is  the  house  of  which  the  deeds  were  in 
the  possession  of  Mr.  Deere^  and  the  house  might  easily  be 
ascertained  before  the  Master."  On  this  case  8ugden*e 
Vendors  and  Purchaeere,  14th  ed.,  135,  remarks  that  if  the 
property  be  not  identified,  but  is  capable  of  being  so  by  the 
rofei-ence  in  the  agreement  or  letter,  that  is  sufllcient  In 
Bleakly  v.  SmilJi,\l  Sim.,  150,  in  \%W,  Bridges,  the  defend* 
ant's  testator,  drew  up  the  following  memorandum  in  his  own 
handwriting :  **  Jvly  26,  1839.  John  BleaJdy  agrees  with 
J.  R.  Bridges  to  take  the  property  in  CSable  Street  for  the  net 
sum  of  £248  10  0."  The  bill  was  filed  against  Brtdgss* 
executor  and  his  infant  heir  for  a  specific  performance  of  the 
agreement,  and  the  main  question  was  whether  it  was  binding 
on  them,  Bridges  not  having  written  his  name  either  at  the 
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foot  of  the  agreement  or  in  any  other  part  of  it ;  but  being  all 
in  his  own  hand,  the  Court  held  that  it  was;  and  as  to  the 
pi'emises,  it  is  said,  and  therefore  niust  have  been  shown  by 
extrinsic  evidence,  that  Bridges  had  no  property  in  Cable 
Street,  except  an  undivided  moiety  of  five  freehold  houses  of 
which  he  was  seized,  and  a  conveyance  of  the  moiety  to  the 
plaintiff  was  decreed. 

On  the  authority  of  ihis  case,  had  the  memorandum  in  the 
case  under  considei-ation  contained  the  words  "at  or  near 
DaHmouth"  and  it  had  been  alleged  in  the  writ  or  proved  in 
the  hearing  that  the  defendant  was  seized  of  ten  acres  in 
DartmoiUht  and  of  no  other  property  of  the  same  extent 
adjoining  the  Hon.  Judge  Johnstone's,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  plaintiff  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  specific  perform- 
ance. But  on  the  best  consideration  I  can  give  to  this  case. — 
and  I  have  bestowed  upon  it  more  than  ordinary  pains — I  do 
not  think  that  so  vague  a  description,  unassisted  by  any 
other  document  or  reference,  is  enough  to  satisfy  the  statute 
and  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  deed. '  In  2  White  d&  Tador*s 
Equity  Cases,  American  edition,  558,  it  is  said :  '*  If  a  contract 
be  vague  and  uncertain,  a  Court  of  Equity  w^ill  not  exercise 
its  extraordinary  jurisdiction,  but  will  leave  the  party  to  his 
legal  remedy.  In  Reid's  Heirs  v.  Haimbuck,  4  J.  J.  Marsh,  377, 
it  was  ruled  that  specific  performance  of  a  contract  will  not 
be  enforced  unless  parties  have  described  and  identified  the 
particular  tract,  or  unless  the  contract  furnishes  the  means  of 
identifying  with  certainty  the  land  to  be  conveyed.  Other 
American  cases  on  the  doctrine  will  be  found  in  2  Sumner, 
278 ;  14  Peters,  77  ;  13  Johns,  297. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed, 
but  it  is  plainly  not  a  case  for  costs,  and  on  that  point  I  shall 
follow  the  example  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  12  Ves,,  473, 
and  of  the  Equity  Judge  in  Hunter  v.  Hundley,  and  leave 
each  party  to  bear  his  own. 
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Tnt  Annelation  of  which  defendant  wat  a  member  iMned  a  policy  f  netirinr  plaintUTB  vmmI 
against  total  loei  for  the  period  of  one  year.  The  veeeel,  while  en  a  vo3-«^;e  from  St.  DomlnRu 
to  Boston,  encountered  a  violent  etorm,  in  consequence  of  which  she  was  oblitred  to  run  for 
Bermuoa,  where  she  arrlred  tn  a  badly  damaged  and  le:iliy  condition.  A  survey  was  held  on 
February  SOth  and  again  on  Uarch  10th,  to  ascertain  the  extent  of  damage,  but  in  the 
Interim,  on  the  0th  March,  the  master  wrote  the  plaintiff  Informing  him  that  the  expense  of 
repairing  at  Uennuda  would  be  more  than  the  vessel  had  cost  or  was  worth,  and  stating  that 
he  would  abandon  her  to  the  underwriters  and  sell  her  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned.  The 
Ale  was  held  on  the  ISth  March  and  the  result  communicated  to  the  plaintiff  by  letter  dated 
(he  15th.  The  plaintiff  testlfled  that  the  contents  of  the  first  letter  were  cooununicated  to  the 
underwriters,  and  a  verbal  notice  of  abandonment  given,  and  a  claim  for  a  total  loss  made,  but 
the  evidence  on  theee  pvints  was  uncontradictor>'.  The  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  plaintiff 
and  a  rule  was  taken  to  set  it  aside. 

Held^per  Sir  W.  Yocxo,  C.  J.,  That  the  oral  abandonment  by  plaintiff,  coupled  with  the 
exhibition  of  the  master's  letter  of  the  0th  March,  and  nis  claim  for  a  total  loss  was  enough 
to  attis^  the  law.  Also,  that  the  notice  was  In  time,  even  though  the  sale  on  the  15th  March 
reduced  it  to  a  matter  of  form  and  gave  the  underwrites  no  option  and  no  opportunity  to 
repair. 

Ptr  J0H58T0XI,  R.  J.,  The  time  at  which  the  notice  of  abandonment  was  given  was 
essential  to  plaintiff's  right  to  recover,  and  it  apppearing  that  the  sale  was  made  before  the 
abandonment,  or,  at  le^st,  that  it  was  doubtful,  tliere  must  be  a  new  trial. 

If  the  sale  were  made  before  notice  of  abandonment  to  the  nndera'riters,  the  sole  would 
be  the  act  of  the  c^(ent  of  the  owners,  and  inasmuch  as  it  would  deprive  the  underwriters  of  tho 
option  of  repairing  the  vessel  or  otherwise  dealing  with  her,  the  abandonment  would  be 
ineffectual. 

The  cost  ef  repairing  the  vessel  taken  In  connection  with  her  value  when  repaired,  would 
have  Justified  abundonrooot,  but  the  vessel  being  In  a  place  of  safety,  and  there  being  regular 
opportunities  for  communfcatintr  with  the  owners  and  under«-riteri,  the  sate  in  the  absence  of 
•udi  communication  was  illegal. 

Per  WiLKixs,  J.,  The  case  being  one  ef  constructive  total  loes,  and  no  circumstance  being 
proved  to  take  It  out  of  the  established  rule  of  Lnw,  due  notice  of  abandonment  to  the  under- 
writers WAS  an  essential  condition  to  the  plaint  fTs  right  to  recover.  Notice  being  essential 
the  onus  of  establishing  it  was  on  tho  plaintiff.  The  notice  contained  In  the  master's  letter  of 
March  0th,  supposing  it  to  have  been  communicated  to  the  underwriters,  was  ineffectual  as  It 
gave  them  no  opportunity  of  electing  to  repair  the  vessel.  Urgent  necestlty  alone^  the  exllt^ 
vavx  of  which  was  negatived,  oould  h.ive  made  the  nle  lawful 
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Sir  W.  Young,  C.  J[.,  now,  (Julj  Ist,  1872,)  delivered 
judgment  as  follows : — 

This  is  an  action  on  two  policies  of  insurance  on  the 
brigantine  Ida  (7.,  one  on  the  vessel  for  a  year  a|;rainst  total 
loss,  dated  25th  November,  1868 ;  the  other  on  freight  ^)y  that 
vessel,  dated  3rd  Febrwiry,  18G9.  The  plaintiff  was  registered 
owner;  the  master  in  point  of  fact  owning  one-eighth,  and 
plaintiff's-  son  Samud  R.  two-eighths.  The  defendant  is 
president  of  the  a&socistion  at  Live)yool  by  whom  the  two 
policies  were  granted,  and  the  plaintiff  is  one  of  the  directors. 
The  cause  was  tried  before  my  brother  WUkin$,  at  Liverpool, 
in  June,  1871,  and  the  jury  having  answei*ed  four  questions 
submitted  to  them  by  the  learned  Judge,  found  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  on  ~tho  ship  for  the  full  amount,  less  defendant's 
proportion  of  an  average  statement  which  was  in  proof.  On 
the  freight  policy  they  found  for  the  defendant,  and  cross 
rules  were  gran.trd,  which  were  argued  before  us  at  the  last 
term. 

The  evidence  at  the  trial  consisted  of  a  commission 
executed  at  Bermuda  where  the  ship  was  sold,  of  the  captain's 
deposition  taken  de  bene  esse,  and  of  the  oi-al  examinations  of 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  of  several  other  witnesses.  I 
shall  not  go  into  it  in  detail  but  content  myself  with  a  refer- 
ence .to  the  leading  facts.  The  ship  being  in  good  condition, 
covered  by  two  policies,  one  of  the  defendants,  the  other  from 
a  Halifax  office,  and  each  of  S3000,  sailed  fi*om  St  Domingo, 
6th  Febi'uary,  1869,  bound  for  Boston  with  a  cargo  of  log- 
wood, lignumvitfe,  honey  and  sugar.  On  the  13th  she 
encountered  a  violent  storm,  shifted  her  deckload,  lost  many 
of  her  spars,  and  sprung  a  leak  which  forced  her  to  run  for 
Bermuda,  where  she  arrived  in  a  crippled  condition  about  the 
24th  or  26th.  On  the  26th  a  survey._was  held  by  competent 
parties  who,  on  a  careful  examination  of  the  vessel,  recom- 
mended the  cargo's  being  discharged  for  the  purpose  of 
making  further  examination,  and  prosecuting  repairs.  On 
the  6th  March  the  master  addressed  a  letter  to  the  plaintiff, 
stating,  strangely  enough,  and  twice  repeating  it,  that  he  had 
arrived  on  the  18th,  that  a  survey  had  been  held,  that  on 
further  examination  it  was  thought  best  to  unship  the  cargo 
and  get  it  to  its  port  of  destination  as  soon  as  possible^  that 
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he  had  chai-tered  the  brig  Savcth  Ann,  of  Bermuda,  to  take 
the  earcro  foiwanl,  that  the  expenses  of  repairing  the  Ida  C, 
there  would  be  about  S6000,  which  is  more*  than  she  cost  or  is 
worth.  He  adds  :  "  I  shall  abandon  her  to  the  underwriters 
and  sell  her  for  the  beneiit  of  all  concerned."  "  Next  mail  I 
will  send  protest  and  all  papers  appertaining  to  the  brigantine 
I(Ui  C"  "This  is  the  only  coui-sel  can  follow.  To  think  of 
fitting  her  out  here  is  out  of  the  question,  not  only  for  the 
great  expense  hut  the  time  lost.  To  fit  her  out  I  should  be 
here  throe  months."  On  the  lOth  Maveh  tlui  surveyors  again 
visited  the  vessel,  the  cargo  being  nearly  cut.  They  found 
the  butts  and  fjeams  very  slack  aj)d  open  from  th.e  straining 
of  th.e  vessel,  and  recommended  the  bottom  being  stripped, 
caulked  and  sheathed.  The  surveyors  made  but  one  report 
without  date.  It  was  of  course  after  the  10th  March,  and  as 
will  be  seen,  does  not  authorize  or  recommend  the  sale  which 
the  master  had  previously  decided  on  an<I  had  already  adver- 
tized. On  the  same  day  the  three  surve^'ors  sign  an  estimate 
of  the  probable  expense  of  repairing  and  retitting  the  brigan- 
tine, giving  the  particulars,  and  amounting  in  uli  to  £12G4  stg. 
The  sale  was  held  on  the  loth  March  and  produced  about 
JC250,  and  the  evidence  under  the  commission  shows  that  it 
was  well  attended  and  was  a  fair  and  Inma  title  sale.  The 
"witnesses  u^der  the  commission,  who  are  shown  to  l.»o  respect- 
able men,  concur  in  thinking  that  the  master  exercised  a 
sound  discietion  in  refusing  to  repair  and  in  selling  the  ship, 
and  three  of  them  sign  a  certificate  to  that  etlect,  and  that 
the  estimate  of  the  expenses  wlis  not  exaggerated.  The 
purchaser  of  the  vessel  was  examined  as  a  witness,  and  stated 
that  he  repaired  her  temporarily  at  a  cost  of  i!749  stg.,  and 
having  sold  her  for  a  sum  less  than  the  estimate  she  was  sent 
to  sea.  On  the  l.)th  March  the  nmster  addressed  a  second 
letter  to  the  plaintiff  with  his  protest,  stating  thtt  fact  and  the 
results  of  the  sale,'that  ho  had  paid  oft'  most  of  his  crew,  and 
would  sail  next  day  in  the  4Sarah  Ann  for  Boston,  Keadds : 
"  It  is  a  bad  btisines5i,  but  could  not  be  helped."  These  two 
letters  were  adnutted  by  the  Judge  as  illustrative  of  plaintitrs 
statements  to  the  directors.  The  first  of  them  was  sent  by 
one  of  Her  Majesty  s  ships,  the  second  by  mail.  It  does  not 
appear  when  they  were  received.   The  master,  in  Ids  evidence, 
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says  if  the  ve3sel  had  been  his  own  he  woiilil  have  sold  her 
as  lie  did.  He  sold  her  with  the  approval  of  his  agent  and  all 
concerned,  because  she  was  not  worth  the  amount  it  w^ould 
have  co:^t  to  repair  her.  He  did  not  know  that  the  vessel  and 
freight  were  insured  for  more  than  S3000,  though  he  had 
recommended  a  further  insurance,  and  appears  to  have  acted 
bono  tide  and  with  due  diligence.  On  receiving  the  letter  of 
6th  March  plaintiff  verbally  communicated  to  the  companies 
what  Capt.  Hincs  had  written.  He  communicated  it  to  the 
broker  and  the  directors.  He  received  the  second  letter  and 
protest.  The  directors  never  asked  him  for  any  proof.  He 
informed  them  verbally  he  had  abandoned.  The  directoi*s 
said  they  did  not  consider  it  a  total  loss.  On  his  cross- 
examination  he  said  :  "  I  think  the  first  day  the  directors  met 
after  I  heard  from  Hhies  I  communicated.  They  met  Tues- 
days and  Fridays.  I  think  the  interval  was  about  two  daj'S. 
I  am  certain  I  read  contents  of  letter.  Notice  was  given  to 
the  directors  in  their  room  of  business.  I  am  not  sure  I  used 
the  word  *  abandoned.*  1  told  the  directors  I  had  proceeds  of 
sale,  and  that  the  vessel  had  l>een  sold  for  all  concerned."  On 
the  part  of  the  defendants  the  broker  said :  "  The  plaintiff' 
did  not  abandon  in  any  way  to  me.  He  never  read  either  of 
the  letters  to  me  or  made  me  know  the  contents.  All  he 
said  was  that  the  vessel  was  lost.  When  a  verbal  notice  of 
abandonment  is  given  I  enter  it  in  the  company's  book.  The 
book  contains  no  entrv  of  anv  notice  of  abandonment  in  this 
case.  I  wrote  a  letter  for  the  di lectors  to  Yeoman,  on  the  IGth 
April  for  his  opinion  whether  the  loss  was  a  total  loss  or  not. 
Of  course  plain titf'  before  this  had  claimed  for  a  total  loss.  I 
don't  recollect  all  that  plaintiff  tohl  me.  He  may  have  told 
me  the  contents  of  the  letter,  or  that  the  vessel  was  aban- 
doned. 1  have  no  doubt  the  plaintiff  communicateil  the  fact 
of  the  loss  as  soon  as  he  received  it. 

The  def«ndant,  Tupper  and  Rees,  three  of  the  directors, all 
testify  that  no  notice  of  the  abandonment  was  ever  givtn  to 
their  knowledge.  They  knew  the  plaintiff  claimed  for  a  total 
loss,  but  none  of  them  admit  having  .seen  the  captain  s  letter 
of  6th  March.  They  knew  of  the  sale  by  the  second  letter, 
and  the  defendant  thinks  the  papei^  brought  by  Hines  were 
the  first  received.    All  of  this  evidence  was  submitted  to  the 
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jury  with  the  four  questions  I  have  referred  to.  The 
Judge  was  of  opinion  that  both  as  respected  the  vessel  and 
the  freight  the  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant,  but  in 
respect  of  the  vessel  the  jury,  as  I  have  sai<l,  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  we  have  now  to  inquire  whether  both  or  either 
of  thesi  findings  can  be  sustained.  The  policy  on  the  vessel 
is  for  one  year  against  total  loss.  The  fact  was  brought  to 
our  notice  at  the  argument,  but  not  a  word  was  said  by  either 
party  as  to  the  effect  and  meaning  of  such  a  policy,  which  is 
the  n;ore  remarkable  as  it  has  load  to  great  diversity  of 
opinion  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States.  When  applied  to 
a  vessel  and  not  to  cargo  it  must  be  taken  to  include  all 
average  charges,  a  point  that  does  not  arise  hero,  and  on 
which  little  is  to  be  found  in  the  books.  The  more  material 
question  is,  does ^ it  extend  to  a  constructive  or  technical  as 
well  as  to  an  absolute  total  loss?  Mr.  Parsonic  in  the  second 
volume  of  his  work  on  Insurance,  111,  considers  this  a  very 
ilitiicult  question,  and  he  reviews  the  various  phrases  that 
l\ave  been  used  in  policies,  and  the  numerous  and  contliciing 
cases  in  which  I  might  have  felt  it  my  duty  to  have  followed 
him  had  the  question  been  raised,  but  from  the  course  of  the 
argument  we  must  infer  the  acquiescence  of.  the  defendant's 
counsel  in  what  appears  to  be  the  conclusion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Afassachusetts,  and  hold  that  a  constructive  loss  if 
established  comes  within  the  deBnition  of  a  total  loss  under 
this  policy,  Mr,  Parnons,  however,  notes  that  the  words 
*'  total  loss,**  when  applied  to  cargo  or  freight,  mean  actual 
and  not  constructive  total  loss. 

There  is  no  pretence  here  of  an  absolute  total  loss  of  the 
vessel.  She  remained  in^specie  in  a  safe  harbour,  capable  of 
repair  as  the  event  showed,  of  a  repair  costing  as  alleged  more 
than  she  was  worth  when  repaired,  and  justifying  her  sale  as 
the  most  prudent  step  whieh  the  owner  if  nonsuited  could 
have  taken.  But  still  it  must  be  conceded  that  the  case  diHVrs 
widely  from  that  of  a  ship  stranded  on  a  rock  and  liable  at 
any  moment  to  be  dashed  to  pieces  or  reduced  to  a  mere 
wreck, — a  mere  congeries  of  planks,  without  the  form  or  sub- 
stance of  a  .ship.  Had  the  sale  been  questionetl  by  the  regis- 
tered or  other  ownei*s  it  would  have  been  very  ditKcult  for 
the  master  to  have  vindicated  such  a  sale,  or  for  the  purchaser 
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to  have  maintained  liis  title.     The  master  puts  it  solely  upon 

tho  groiinJ  of  the  heavy  expense  and  the  delay  incident  to 

repaii-s,  and  he  piofesses  his  purpose  to  abandon  to  the  under- 

"writei's  upon  that  ^roimd  calone.     Two  questions   therefore 

arise;  First,  did  the  facf  j  warrant  such  an  abandonment  and 

sale?  and,  sccowUi/,  was  an  abandonment  in   point  of  fact 

maile,  or,  if  made,  was  it  in  time  ?     On  the  first  point  the 

plaintiffs  counsel  relied  upon  the  cases  of  Irving  v,  Munnnig^ 

Y  ».  h.  e.,  287,  and  6  C.  13.,  391 ;  Fleming  v.  Smith,  1  U.  L.  C., 

513,  and  Mohh  v.  Smith,  9  C.  B.,  94,  decided  in  1850.     In  the 

iirst  uf  these  case?  the  rule  which,  as  Lord  Campbell  said,  had 

agitated  Westminster  Hall  for  the  last  thirty  yeai-s,  was  at 

hist  solemnl}'  deciiled  by  the  House  of  Lords  after  consulting 

the  Judges.     In  delivering  their  judgment  Pattevson,  J.,  said 

(6  C,  7i.,  4"19j :  "  It  is  found  that  the  vessel  during  the  voyage 

was  so  damaged  as  to  be  incompetent   to  proceed   without 

repairs,  that  the  necessary  expenditure  in  order  to  repair  her 

and  make  her  sea- worth v  woidd  have  amounted  to  £10,."»00, 

ami  that  the  ship  would  have  lx5en  then  worth  £9000  only, 

which  was  her  marketable  value  then  and  at  the  time  of  tho 

policy;    that  a  prudent  owner   nonsuited    would   not  have 

repaired  the  vessel,  and  that  she  wa5  duly  abandoned  to  the 

underwriters.     It  is  clear"  he  savs.  "that  on  the  facts  so 

found  there  was  a  total  loss,  for  a  vessel  is  totally  lost  w^ithin 

the  meaning  of  a  policy  when  it  becomes  of  no  u.se  or  value  as 

a  ship  to  the  owner,  and  is  as  much  so  as  if  the  ship  had  gone 

(o  the  lK)ttom  of  the  sea,  oi   had  been   broken  to  pieces,  and 

(He  whole  or  greater  portion  of  the  fragments  had  reached  the 

sht)re  as  wreck,  ami  the  course  has  been  in  all  modern  times 

to  consider  the  loss  as  total  where  a  prudent  owner  would  not 

have  repaireil."     In  A/im^  v.  Sutitli,  there  were  two  policies,  as 

in  the  casiMU  han«l,  one  upoil  the  ship  and  the  other  upon 

freight.      The  de'daration  alleijctl   an   abandonment   to    the 

underwriters  which    they    did    not    accept,    and    upon    the 

question  of  totAl  loss  the  jury  fountl  in   their  favor.     At  the 

trial  before  Wilde,  C.  J.,  His  Lonlship  told  the  jury  that  if, 

upon  the  evidence  laid  before  them,  they  were  .satisfied  that 

(he  vessel  was  damaged  by  perils  of  the  sea  to  such  an  extent 

that  she  was  not  susceptible  of  rapair  save  at  an  expense 

which  would  exceei.1  her  value  when  repaired,  regard  being 
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bad  to  the  facilities  for  repairs  and  for  raising  money  for  that 
purpose  at  Valparaiso,  and  the  time  which  would  be  consumed 
therebj*,  they  must  find  for  the  plaintiffs  as  for  a  total  loss  of 
the  ship.  These  instructions  are  almost  identical  with  the 
first  question  put  in  this  case  to  the  jury,  and  they  having 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  upon  sufficient  evidence,  their  verdict 
upon  this  head  cannot  be  disturbed. 

The  difliculty  as  to  the  vessel  arises*  out  of  their  second 
answer  which  we  have  now  to  consider.  It  is  clear,  I  think, 
indeed  it  was  scarcely  questioned  at  the  argument,  that  to 
convert  this  constructive  loss  into  a  total  loss  there  must  be 
an  al)andonment  and  due  notice  of  it  given  to  the  under- 
writers. In  Roux  V.  Salvador,  3  Bing.,  N.  C,  2G6,  Lord 
AbiTUftr  delivered  the  judgment  which  has  so  often  been 
cited  in  subsequent  cases.  "  If  the  insured,"  said  he,  "  elect  to 
treat  the  damage  to  his  ship  as  a  total  loss,  and  the  ship  or 
thing  insured,  or  a  portion  of  it,  still  exists,  and  is  vested  in 
him,  the  very  principle  of  insurance  requires  that  he  should 
make  a  cession  of  all  his  rights  to  the  recovery  of  it,  that  the 
nnderwriters  may  be  entitled  to  the  full  benefit  of  what  may 
be  of  any  value."  And  in  the  recent  case  of  Potter  v.  Rankw^ 
92  L.  T.  R.,  N.  S.,  349,  Cleasly,  B.,  said':  ''  Usage  has  made 
notice  of  abandonment  the  right  of  the  underwriters.  Con- 
venience also  is  in  favor  of  it;  for  if  the  notice  is  given 
the  underwriter  knows  his  position,  whereas  he  may  not 
know  for  years  whether  he  is  to  bo  held  responsible  or  not. 
He  cannot  know  the  exact  extent  of  damage,  or  the  probability 
of  the  owner  repairing  in  each  particular  case,  and  the  rule 
seems  to  be  a  reasonable  and  convenient  one  that  the  owner 
should  inform  him  of  his  determination  in  the  usual  way,  viz., 
by  a  notice  of  abandonment."  This  was  an  insurance  on  freight, 
where  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the 
Common  Pleas,  held  that  the  notice  of  abandonment  having 
been  given  as  soon  as  the  state  of  the  vessel  was  ascertained, 
it  was  sufficient  to  render  the  loss  of  both  ship  and  freight 
constructively  total,  and  Lord  (focktmrn,  who  concurred  in 
the  final  judgment,  took  the  distinction  between  the  abandon- 
ment of  a  shadowy  and  unsubstantial  interest  and.  an  appre- 
ciable right.  "To  ne<;essitate  a  notice  of  abandonment/'  he 
says,  "  there  must  be  an  actual  tangible  and  appi*eciable  right 
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or  interest  capable  of  being  transferred."    Now  on  the  Gth  of 
March,  in  this  case,  there  was  the  ship  remaining  in  specie, — 
an  actual  and  tangible  interest  which  it  was  incumbent  on  the 
plaintiffs  claiming  for  a  total  loss  to  abandon  to  the  under- 
writers and  to  give  notice  thereof.    The  jury  have  found  that 
be  gave  notice  verbally  to  the  directors  and  broker  on  the 
receipt  of    the    letter    of    Gth    March^    The  point  is,  was 
this  enough  and  was  it  in  time  ?    We  must  see  also  if  the 
finding  is  sustained  by  the  evidence.     I  have  little  doubt  that 
the  jury  were  influenced  in  this  finding  by  the  fact  that  the 
defendant  is  an  underwriter  and  that  the  loss  appears  to  have 
been  bona  fide.    Still  there  is  some  evidence  to  support  it. 
The  plaintiff  it  must  be  recollected  was  dealing  with  his  co- 
directora,  and  the  same  exact  compliance  with  forms  is  not  to 
be  expected  as  in  the  case  of  a  thiixl  party,  a  stranger  to  the 
^  lioard."    It  is  clear  that  he  claimed  as  for  a  total  loss  from 
the  first,  and  there  was  no  conceivable  motive  for  his  con- 
cealing or  withholding  the  letter  of  Gth  Mardu    He  sa}'s :  **  I 
am  certain  I  read  contents  of  letter,  and  the  letter  contains 
these  words, '  I  shall  abandon  the  vessel  to  the  underwriters.' " 
He  says  also :  *'  I  informed  the  directors  verbally  that  I  had 
abandoned.     Notice  was  given  to  the  diiectors  in  their  place 
of  business.*'     And  although  he  says  in  his  cross-examination 
that  he  is  not  sure  that  he  used  the  word  *'  abandoned,"  and  it 
is  clear  that  neither  the  directors  nor  the  broker  considered 
notice  to  have  been  given,  I  think  that  the  findings  of  the 
jury  on  the  third  and  foui-th  questions  must  be  accepted  as 
facts,  and  we  must  inquire  whether  as  such  they  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  recover.     The  cases  upon,  the  form  and  manner  of 
abandonment  are  collected  in  the  note  to  Roax  v.  Salvador, 
Tudor  8  Mer.  Law,  1G8,  and  in  2  Parsons  o^i  Insurance,  172. 
No  especial  form  or  writing  is  required,  but  the  word  "  aban- 
doned,"   according   to   Lord   LUenborougk,  should   be   used, 
(I  Camp,,  541,)  although  other  phrases  which  meant  strictly 
and  precisely  the  same  thing,  and  even  the  demand  of  a  total 
loss,  have  been  sometimes  held  to  be  sufficient.    The  cases 
upon   this   point   are  conflicting,   both   in  the  EnglislL  and 
American  courts,  the  rule  being  somewhat  stricter  in  the 
fprmer,  but  looking  at  the  cases  as  a  whole,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  parol  abandonment  by  the  plaintiff,  coupled  with  the 
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exhibition  of  the  captain's  letter  of  6th  March  and  the  claim 
for  a  total  loss,  was  enough  to  satisfy  the  law.  I  think,  also, 
that  it  was  in  time,  though  the  sale  on  the  loth  March 
reduced  it  to  a  mere  form,  and  gave  the  uiiilerwriters  no 
opportunity  of  repair  and  no  option.  For  my  own  part,  1 
acquiesce  in  the  doctrine  as  laid  down  by  Fartions,  vol  2, 
p.  119,  and  sustained  by  the  American  caseK,  that  if  after  an 
abandonment,  but  before  the  underwriters  can  take  possession, 
the  roaster  sells  the  vessel,  this  act  will  be  consiilereil  as  done 
by  him  as  agent  of  the  underwriters,  and  if  the  facts  at  the 
time  of  the  abandonment  showed  the  loss  to  be  total,  that  is, 
as  I  take  it,  either  absolutely  or  constructively  total,  the  sale, 
being  bona  fide,  will  not  in  any  wise  aflect  the  rights  of  the 
a&sured.  Bryant  v.  Com,  Ins.  Co.,  6  Pick.,  131.  I  am  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  verdict  for  the  plaintitf  as  to  the 
vessel  should  be  sustained. 

I  think,  also,  that  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  as  to  the 
freight  should  be  upheld,  though  my  impression  at  the  argu- 
ment leaned  the  opposite  way.  It  was  alleged  l>y  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  that  the  claim  for  fi  eight  wan  abandoned  at  the 
trial,  and,  although  this  was  denied,  the  argument  was  not  as 
full  or  as  earnest  as  might  have  been  expected  if  the  claim 
for  freight-  were  seriously  urged,  and  a  re-arguuient  might 
have  been  held  by  the  Court  to  be  advisable. 

Theie  is  no  question  that  the  master  had  the  right  to 
tranship  the  cargo  as  in  this  case,  and  cairy  it  on  to  the  port 
of  destination.  Whether  he  was  bound  *to  do  so  when  he  had 
a  right  to  abaiidon  his  ship  is  a  different  question,  on  which 
the  authorities  are  by  no  means  agreed.  In  doing  so  he 
earned  his  freight,  but  at  a  considerable  outlay,  and  the  [)oint 
is,  who  is  to  lose  this  outlay,  the  ship-owner,  the  freighter,  or 
the  underwriter,  and  which  undenvriter,  on  goods  or  on 
freight  ?  These  are  very  complicated  and  inteivsting  inquiries, 
illustrated  by  many  cases  which  I  am  not  called  upon  to 
examine  with  the  same  minuteness  as  if  they  had  been  pre- 
sented to  us  in  ailment  Most  of  them  are  to  lie  found  in 
Parsons  on  Marine  InsuiHiiiice,  vol.  2.  pp.  154,  274,  404.  In 
the  last  of  these  citations  it  is  said :  '*  If  the  cost  of  tranship* 
ment  exceeds  the  whole  freight  (which  was  not  the  case  here) 
the  insurers  are  liable  only  for  the  freight  they  insure.    The 
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sbippera  of  the  goods  are,  however,  liable  for  the  excess  (an 
idea  which  appears  never  to  have  occurred  to  the  master  of 
the  Ida  C.  nor  to  his  co-owners).  And  then  it  may  be  a 
question  whetlier  the  insurers  or  the  floods  are  not  liable  for 
this  loss.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  law  on  this  point  is  con- 
clusively settled." 

In  Shipton  v.  Tliorriton,  9  Ad.  &  EL,  336,  337.  decided  in 
183K,  there  is  an  able  jurlgment  of  Lord  Denman,  containing 
the  following  ptissage  :• "  One  question  has  been  asked  which 
it  will  not  be  right  to  pass  over.  *  What,'  it  ban  been  said,  *  in 
case  of  the  cargo  of  a  disabled  ship,  if  the  ti-anshipraent  can 
only  be  effected  at  a  higher  than  the  original  rate  of  freight, 
which  party  is  to  stand  that  loss?'  By  the  FrencJi  ordinance 
and  the  Code  dc  Commerce,  and  according  to  the  decisions  in 
J7)i<jnca,  the  ship-owner  Is  entitled  to  charge  the  cargo  with 
the  increa.sed  freight,  and  as  a  consequence  of  that  rule  it 
becomes  an  average  loss,  and  in  case  of  an  insurance  must  be 
made  good  by  the  insurers.  (He  does  not  aay  whether  on 
goods  or  on  freight.)  No  case  of  this  sort  that  we  are  aware 
of  has  occun-ed  in- England,  nor  is  it  necessary  for  us  to 
express  any  opinion  on  it."  K^xt,  in  his  Commentaries,  9th 
cd.,  vol.  3,  p.  438,  says  that  the  French  rule  is  to  charge  tbe 
extraordinary. expense  and  the  extra  fi^eight  upon  the  insurer 
of  the  cargo,  and  that  the  AnievUxm  courts  have  followed 
that  rule,  which  is  still  undecided  in  the  English  cases.  And 
in  the  leading  case  of  Seaiie  v.  Scovill,  4  Johnstone's  Ch.  Beps., 
222,  Kent,  Cliancellov^  said  :  "  Upon  the  decisions  (that  is  the 
Amei'Ican  decisions)  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  authority 
of  the  master,  in  a  case  of  necessity,  to  hire  another  ship  at  a 
foreign  port,  and  in  the  character  of  agent  to  charge  the  c^rgo 
with  the  extra  fi'eight  of  such  renewed  voyage,  but  the  owner 
of  the  goods  is  not  responsible  for  the  old  and  new  freight 
nnited. 

In  the  case  of  DeCaad.^a  y.  Swann,  16  C.  B.,  N.  8.,  772, 
decideil  in  1864,  the  case  raised  by  Lonl  Denman  in  Shipton 
V.  Thwnton,  is  ti*eated  by  the  counsel  as  still  undecided,  and 
on  the  Fi'endi  lulc  being  cited,  Williams,  J.,  observed  that  it 
was  only  a  doubtful  statement  of  the  law.  There  iii  a  class  of 
canes,  Gttfit  L  P.  Railivad  Co.  v.  Saimdere^  1  B.  &  S.,  41 ; 
Booth  V.  Gair.  13  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  201 ;  KidOon  v.  T/te  Empire 
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Marine  Ins,  Co.,  L.  R,  1  C.  P.,  535 ;  15  L.  T.,  N.  S.,  12,  in 
the  Common  Pleas,  and  L.  /J.,  2  P.  C,  536 ;  16  Z.  T.,  K  S..  119. 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  e.'^peciall}'  the  last,  on  which  the 
plaintiff  might  have  insisted,  and  perhaps  successfully,  that 
he  was  entitled  to  recover  the  freight  paid  on  transhipment 
under  the  suing  and  laboring  clause  in  the  policy  on  freight, 
as  set  out  in  the  second  count  and  produced  on  the  trial  but 
not  at  the  argument.  The  last  and  most  mateiial  of  th^se  cases 
diffei's  from  the  present  in  the  terms  of  the  policy,  in  the  form 
of  the  declamtion,  which  contained  a  second  count  on  the 
suing  and  laboring  clause,  and  in  some  other  particulars,  but 
is  worthy  of  note  as  the  first  judicial  decision  in  the  Eiiglisk 
courts  on  the  true  construction  of  the  above  clause,  and 
establishing  in  fact  a  new  rule,  without  reference,  however, 
in  either  judgment  to  the  case  of  Sftipton  v.  Thornton  or  the 
AToerican  authorities  I  have  cited. 

In  the  case  in  hand,  the  plaintifF  having  made  no  claim 
under  the  suing  and  laboring  clause,  either  at  the  trial  or 
argument,  we  could  not  give  him  the  benefit  of  it  without  a 
i*e-argument,  to  which,  under  the  circumstances,  we  do  not 
think  him  entitled. 

Both  rules  therefore,  as  I  think,  for  a  new  trial,  should  b^ 
dis<iharged,  and  as  both  parties  have  failed  in  the  rules  they 
respectively  took,  there  should  be  no  costs  on  the  argument. 

Johnstone,  E.  J. — Thete  is  no  doubt  that  the  condition 
of  the  vessel  at  Bei'muda,  having  consideration  to  the  relation 
the  expense  of  repair  would  have  borne  to  the  value  of  the 
vessel  when  repaired,  justified  abandonment  by  the  owners  to 
the  underwriters,  and  1  assume  for  the  present  that  notice  of 
abandonment  was  given.  But  I  have  no  doubt  that  the 
master  acted  illegally  in  selling  befoi*e  the  sense  of  her  owners 
or  underwriters  could  be  known,  being  as  he  was  at  a  place 
where  the  vessel  was  in  perfect  safety,  and  from  w^liere  to 
Nova  Scotia  a  regular  communication  existed. 

The  question  on  which  the  case,  in  my  mind,  turns  is  this 
whoaeagent  was  the  master  .when  he  made  the  unauthorized 
sale  ?  and  that  again  depends  on  the  question  whether  the 
sale  was  made  before  or  after  the  notice  of  aliandonment.  A 
justifiable  abandonment  transfers  the  ship  to  the  underwriters. 
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and  the  right  to  the  sam  for  which  she  was  insared  to  the 
owners,  and  the  master  from  being  the  sgent  of  the  owners 
becomes  the  agent  of  the  nnderwriters.  If  then  the  sale  was 
made  after  the  abandonment  it  was  made  by  the  master  as 
the  agent  of  the  nnderwriters,  and  gave  them  a.remedy  against 
him  for  his  wrongful  act,  and  against  the  purchaser  for 
reooveiy  of  the  veanel,  but  it  could  not  affect  the  original 
owners,  or  the  right  to  recover  the  debt  which  was  vested  in 
them  by  the'abandonment»  and  the  plaintiff  would  therefore 
be  entitled  to  hold  his  verdict  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
sale  was  made  before  the  notice  of  abandonment  to  the  under- 
writers, it  was  the  act  of  the  agent  of  the  owners,  and  inas- 
much as  it  deprived  the  underwriters  of  the  benefit  they  were 
entitled  to  under  the  abandonment,  of  rejpairing  the  vessel  or 
otherwise  dealing  with  her,  it  made  the  abandonment  ineffec- 
tive, and  consequently  the  owners  were  not  entitled  to  any 
benefit  from  it  They  continued  the  owners  of  the  vessel 
without  claim  oh  the  underwriters,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff 
would  not  in  that  case  be  entitled  to  the  verdict,  and  a  new 
trial  must  be  had.  Kow  it  seems  from  an  accurate  considera- 
tion of  the  evidence  that  the  sale  was  made  before  abandon- 
ment to  the  underwriters,  or  at  the  best,  that  the  fact  is 
doubtful  Inasmuch  as  the  fact  is  essential  to  the  |4aintiff''s 
case  it  is  incumbent  on  him  to  remove  the  doubt»  and  there- 
fore I  atii  of  opinion  that  there  sliould  he  a  now  trial  to 
ascertain  the  fact  I  think  also  that  a  new  trial  should  be 
had  for  the  fuller  examination  of  the  question  of  freight,  in 
the  light  of  the  deciMion  in  Kidntan  v.  Empire  Marine  Ins. 
Co.,  L.  R.,  1  C.  B.,  535,  and  L.  R.,  2  C.  B.,  363. 

WiLKiNS,  J.— At  the  trial  of  this  cause,  which  took  place 
liefore  me,  I  entertained  a  strong  opinion,  upon  my  then 
impressions  of  general  principle.^,  in  favor  of  the  defendant ; 
and  sulisequent  research  has  confirmed  it  Withoutoccupying 
much  time  I  can  state  my  conclusions  and  the  rea^ns  on 
which  they  are  founded.  That  the  subject  of  the  insurance— 
ilie  vessel — was,  from  the  perils  insured  against,  a  constructive 
total  loss,  is  clear  from  the  first  fin%ling  of  the  jury,  which  has 
sufficient  support  in  the  evidence.  Being  *  constructive  total 
loss,  due  notice  of  abandonment  to  tli^  underwriter  was  an 
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essential  condition  to  the  plaintiflTs  right  to  recover,  unless 
there  be  some  proved  drcumstance  in  the  case  which  woula 
in  respect  of  a  necessity  for  such  notice  take  the  ease  out  of 
the  now  established  rule  of  law  and  dispense  with  a  compli- 
ance with  it  If  such  notice  was  necessary  the  burden  of 
proof  that  it  was  duly  given  is  on  the  assured.  Knight  v. 
Faith,  15  Ad  &  El,  N.  S.,  640,  a  case  which  is  cited  without 
question  in  Orainger  v.  Martin,  4  B.  Js  8.,  9,  is  decisive  to 
show  that  where,  as  here,  thet^e  has  not  been  an  actual  total 
loss,  but  a  constructive  total  loss,  the  insurers  can  only  be 
rendered  liable  for  the  sum  insured  by  a  notice  of  abandon- 
ment.  In  that  case  thei'e  was  no  notice  of  abandonment 
given  at  all,  but  the  reason  stated  for  the  legal  necessity  of 
^ving  it  applies  equally  to  a  case  (which  is  this  case)  where  a 
notice  has-  been  given  but  not  duly  given,  or  so  given  that  the 
assurers  could  not  derive  that  benefit  from  it  which  the  law 
contemplates  in  their  behalf  when  it  requires  it  as  a  condition 
of  a  right  to  recover  from  them  the  amount  of  the  insurance. 
Lord  Campbdl  saj^s,  in  words  which  have  a  direct  application 
to  the  case  before  us,  "  If  the  subject  matter  insured  remains 
in  specie,  though  in  a  damaged  state,  a  notice  of  abandonment 
is  as  necessary  to  entitle  the  assured  to  make  a  claim  aa  if  it 
had  actually  been  destroyed."  And  then  giving  the  ra^'onote 
of  the  legal  requirements  his  Lordship  proceeded  thus :  ''With 
respect  to  insurance  on  a  ship  this  condition  is  imposed  by 
the  law  to  give  the  insurers  the  means  of  guarding  against 
fraud,  to  enable  them  to  repair  the  ship  if  they  should  deem 
such  a  proceeding  for  their  advantage,  and  to  secure  to  them 
all  the  advantages  to  which,' if  liable  for  a  total  loss,  they 
would  be  entitled  as  owners  of  the  nhip,  from  the  time  when 
the  damage  is  sustained  to  which  the  loss  is  ascribed."  ^is  is 
very  precise  language,  but  Lord  CamjbM  goes  further,  and 
cites  with  approbation  these  words  of  Lord  ilfrinpe/s  masterly 
judgment  in  Roux  v.  Salvador,  Lord  Ahinger  said  :  "There 
may  be  some  peril  which  renders  the  ship  unnavigable  with* 
out  any  reasonable  hope  of  repair.  In  this  and  similar  cases 
if  a  prudent  man,  not  insured,  would  dedine  any  further 
expense  in  prosecuting  an  adventure  the  termination  of  which 
will  probably  never  be  suooessfully  acoomplished,  a  party 
insured  may  for  his  own  benefit^  as  well  as  that  of  the  under- 
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writer,  treat  the  case  as  one  of  a  total  losf^,  and  demand  the 
sum  insured/*  *  But /'  continued  Lord  Ahingei\  "  if  he  elect  to 
do  this,  as  the  thing  insured  or  a  portion  of  it  still  exists  and 
is  vested  in  him,  the  very  principle  of  the  indemnity  requires 
that  he  should  make  a  cession  of  all  his  rights  to  the  recovery  of 
it,  that  the  underwi  iter  uuiy  be  entitled  to  all  the  benefit  of  that 
which  may  still  be  of  value,  and  that  he  may,  if  he  pleases,  take 
measures  at  his  own  cost  for  realizing  or  increasing  that  value." 
After  this  no  further  authority  need  be'cite<l  on  the  point  of 
inquiry,  but  Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham  said,  in  Stewart  v. 
Greenock  Muritie  Infuivavce  Co.,  2  H.  L.  C,  159,  "In  all  cases 
in  which  the  subject  is  not  actually  annihilated  the  assured  is 
entitled  to  claim,  and  claiming  as  a  total  loss,  must  give  up  to 
the  undcr\vritei*s  all  the  i*emains  of  the  property  recovered, 
together  with  all  benefit  and  advantage  belonging  and  incident 
to  it."  It  is  of  the  utmost  importance  in  this  case  to  inquire 
when,  relatively  to  the  time  of  sale  of  the  vessel,  the  notice 
was  given.  The  onus  of  showing  it  precisely  is  on  the 
assured.     If  it  l)e  not  shown,  it  was,  in  effect,  no  notice  at  all. 

.When  it  was  given,  unless  we  are  to  consider  it  first  given  on 
receipt  by  plaintiff  of  Hinen*  second  letter  of  the  15th  March, 
which  accompanied  the  protest,  is  left  in  perfect  uncertainty. 
If  then  first  given  it  was  not  given  until  after  the  sale.  If 
it  was  fii*st  given  on  receipt  of  the  captain's  first  letter  of  the 
Otb  Marcli  we  have  reason  to  believe  that  it  was  not  given 
until  after  the  sale,  for  the  plaintiff  says,  rightly  or  unrightly, 
"  in  about  ten  or  twelve  days  a  letter  mailed  at  Bermuda 
would  reach  Halifax.''  That  letter,  then,  if  dispatched  on 
day  of  its  date  by  a  man-of-war,  which  the  plaintiff  says 
brought  it,  could  not  have  reached  Liverpool  before  the  IGth, 

•or  two  davs  aft«r  the  sale.  "That  notice  of  abandonment 
relatively  to  the  time  of  giving  it  is  insufiicient  in  law  if  it 
does  not  give  the  underwriters  an  opportunity  of  electing  to 
repair  the  ship,"  was  a  contention  of  counsel  for  the  assurers 
in  Granger  v.  Maiiin  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  reported  in 
4  B.  <£r  8.,  9.  That  contention  w&s  affirmed  by  the  L.  C.  Baron, 
Erie,  C.  J.,  WilUamH,  Channel  and  Wilde,  in  giving  judgment 
in  that  case.  It  is  noticeable  that  there  the  master  sold  the 
ship  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned,  and  the  contention  of 
defendant's  counsel  "that  the  master,  if  he    intended    to 
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abandon,  had  no  right  to  sell  the  ship,  which  was  lying  safely 
in  harbour,  without  the  authority  of  the  underwriters,"  was 
not  repudiated  or  questioned  by  the  Court.  But  even  if  it 
reached  Liverpool  on  the  sixth  day  after  it  was  written  it  was 
not  a  good  notice,  for  it  could  not  have  been  made  available 
by  the  insurera.  It  only  remains,  thrn.  to  inquire  whether 
the  actual  sale  of  the  vessel  at  Bevmiuht  by  the  master  under 
the  circumstances  had  the  legal  effect  of  dispensing  with  a 
notice  of  abandonment.  In  Knight  v.  Faith  (supra),  the 
plaintiffs  counsel  took  that  very  ground,  relying  on  the  sale 
of  the  ship  by  the  master.  And  that  followed  which  in  n)y 
judgment  is,  in  view  of  the  facts,' and  especially  of  the  second 
special  finding  of  the  jury,  conclusive  to  show  that  the  sale 
by  the  master  in  this  case  did  not  render  a  notice  of  abandon- 
ment unnecessary.  The' following  are  Lord  CamifbelVs  words 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  pronounced  by  him:  "The 
plaintifi  s  counsel  then  relied  upon  the  sale  of  the  ship  by  the 
master.  Whether  notice  of  abandonment  may  be  dispensed 
with  where  there  has  lawfully  been  a  sale  by  the  master  wo 
are  not  now  called  upon  to  decide.  Where  she  is  reduced  to 
a  mere  wreck  the  solution  of  this  question  may  be  clear 
enough.  Where  she  still  retains  her  character  of  a  ship  it 
may  be  attended  with  difficulty,  but  here  we  are  of  opinion 
that  as  against  the  insurers  the  sale  is  not  shown  to  be  lawful.'* 
Now,  then,  we  arrive  at  a  point  of  interest,  being  about  to 
ascertain  why  that  sale  was  not  deemed  lawful  as  against  the 
insui*ers.  The  reasoning  of  the  court  in  that  case,  if  wo 
apply  it  to  this,  in  connection  with  the  second  finding,  will 
be  found  conclusive  to  show  that  the  sale  by  the  master  in 
this  case  was  not  lawful,  because  not  necessary.  The  Judge 
who  tried  this  cause  submitted  to  the  jury  this  question,  "As 
that  vessel  lay  in  the  harbour  of  St.  Georges,  at  Berntufla, 
could  she  have  been  so  secured  there  with  safetv  in  rcL^ard  to 
the  interests  of  all  concerned  with  her  safety,  as  that,  leaving 
her  in  that  harbour,  a  notice  of  abandonment  could  have  been 
given  to  the  insurers  at  Liverpool  so  that  they  could,  luid  they 
thought  proper  so  to  do,  have  accepted  the  abandonuient,  and 
taken  possession  of  the  vessel^  and  repaired  her  ?  The  jury 
answered  it  in  the  affirmative,  and  the  vessel  remained  in  that 
situation  of  security  at  the  moment  when  (he  master  made 
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sale  of  her.  Tliei^  was  therefore  not  only  no  ui^nt  necessity 
for  selling  Iier,  but  no  necessity  at  all.  If  then  urgent  neces.<;ity 
alone  could  make  a  sale  by  him  lawful,  his  sale  of  this  vessel 
was  not  lawful. 

Now,  then,  let  us  consider  Lord  CamphdVs  reasons  for 
deciding  that  the  sale  by  the  master  in  the  case  before  him 
was  not  lawful.     His  Lordship  proceeded  to  say :  '"  It  must 
be  lK)rne  in  mind  that  she  still  remained  in  the  character  of  a 
.ship  capable  of  Wing  repaired,  if  there  had  been  the  means  of 
repairing  her  at  Santa  Cruz,  and  that  she  might  have  been 
.sent  to  other  places  where  she  might  have  been  repaired, 
although  not  prudently.    Could  Mr.  Ware,  the  master,  who  is 
a  part  owner,  one  of  the  assured,  and  a  plaintiff  on  the  record, 
under  these  circumstances  sell  the  ship,  and  without  notice  of 
abandonment  render  the  insurers  liable  for  a  total  loss?     The 
masters  ri^ht  to  sell  arises  only  in  a  ca^e  of  necessity,  which 
must  be  clearly  shown,  with  full  proof  that  everything  was 
done  bono  title,  and  for  the  real  benefit  of  all  concerned." 
Hei-e  his  Lordship  cited  several  cases;  among  the  rest  Idle  v. 
The  Boi/al  PJxchavge  Asisiirance  Co.,  8  Taunt,  755,  where  the 
jury  found  that  the  master  in  selling  the  ship  had  acted  fairly 
and  bona  fide  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned,  and  that  the 
!*ale  was  honestly,  fairly  and  properly  conducted.     The  Court 
up(m  a  writ  c»f  error  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  held 
that   the  necessity  and  legality  of  the  sale  was  not  to  be 
inferred  from   this  finding."      His  Lordship  continued:  "In 
Rohevfium  v.  Cfavh',  1  Kinij;.,  445,  where  a  sale  by  the  master 
was  uplield,  \*nvd  (jijf'ord  s>aid  :  '  This  principle  may  be  clearly 
laid  down,  that  a  sale  can  only  be  permitted  in  case  of  urgent 
necessity,  that  it  must  be  hffno.  fvU.  for  the  benefit  of  all  con- 
cernetl,  and  must  be  strictly  watched.'    It  is  not  disputed  that 
the  sale  was  bona  fuht,  an<l  it  is  clear  that  it  was  for  the 
benefit  of  all  concernell.    I  agree  that  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
show    that   it   was   bona   fide   and    for    the    benefit    of    all 
concerned,  unless  it  be  also  shown  that  there   was   urgent 
neeessity  for  its  being  resorted  to."     It  follows  then  (these  are 
my  humble  words)  that  urgent  necessity  alone  could  make  law- 
ful as  against  the  defendant  underwriter  this  sale  at  Bcrmiuda 
by  Captain  Hines,    The  existence  of  such  necessity  is  abso- 
lutely negatived  by  the  fact  that  the  vessel  capable  of  being 
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repaired  (and  afterwards  repaired  in  fact)  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  was  safely  moored  in  harbour  at  St  George's. 

As  regards  the  plaintiff's  claim  on  the  freight  policy,  it  is 
thus  decided  in  the  Scottish  Marine  Insurance  Co,  v.  Turner, 
1  Macq.,  H.  L.  C,  334,  Fviliei^'s  Dig,,  4727,  viz.,  that  on  a 
freight  policy  the  insurers  are  not  held  responsible  where 
freight  has  been  earned.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the 
defendant's  rule  nisi  obtained  for  setting  aside  the  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  on  the  ship  policy  should  be  made  absolute,  and 
that  the  plaintiff's  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  verdict  given  for 
the  defendant  on  the  freight  policy  should  be  discharged. 


GREEN  ET  AL.  u  HARE. 

A  unmss  for  pUlnUfft  was  ftOoirMl  to  leave  th«  Court  on  tbo  undentanding  that  he  would 
immediately  return  If  sent  for.  The  cauee  being  called,  the  witnese  was  sent  for  and  prooccilvtl 
toward  the  Court,  but  returned  home  on  belnf  informed  by  some  of  the  jurymen  In  the  pre- 
Tlene  ease  that  the  Court  had  adjourned  for  the  day.  The  witnese  not  appearing  plulntifTs 
applied  te  have  hie  evidence  taken  at  a  future  day.  This  being  refused  and  the  evidemx* 
being  material  they  became  nonsuit.  Under  the  cireumsCaneee,  and  it  appearing  that  the  plain« 
Uffs  did  all  that  woe  necessary  to  obtain  the  attaudanee  of  the  witness,  a  new  trial  was  i;niutc4 
oa  payment  of  eoats. 

DoDD,  J.,  now,  (July  1st,  1872,)  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court : — 

This  was  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  grounds  of  the 
absence  of  a  material  witness  at  the  trial  of  the  cause.  Tlie 
cause  was  tried  during  the  last  sittings  at  Halijax,  before  a 
Judge  without  a  jury  by  consent.  The  facts  were  as  follows  : 
One  Hadley,  a  witness  for  the  plaintiffs,  had  been  in  attend- 
ance in  Court,  and  it  being  doubtful  if  the  cause  would  be  tried 
during  the  day,  by  an  agreement  between  him  and  Foster,  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  he  was  permitted  to  return  to  his  home 
in  the  city,  and  if  the  cause  was  called  for  trial  during  the 
day,  he  was  to  be  sent  for,  and  in  that  case  immediately  return 
to  Court.  There  not  being  a  sufficient  number  of  jurymen 
in  attendance  for  the  trial  of  a  previous  cause,  those  in  attend- 
ance were  discharged,  and  this  cause  taken  up  by  consent,  it 
then  being  near  four  o'clock,  and  the  witneas  sent  for,  who 
on  receiving  the  message  immediately  proceeded  towards  the 
3* 
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Court,  when  meoting  tho  jurymen  that  had  been  disicharged, 
nml  they  informing  him  that  the  Couit  had  been  adjourned 
for  the  day,  he  retuitied  to  hii)  own  home,  bdieving  it  would 
be  useloss  then  going  to  the  Couvt.     About  this  time,  it 
appeal's  by  Foster's  affidavit,  the  caufte  had  been  taken  up,  he 
then  supposing  his  witness  would  be  in  attendance  in  suffi* 
cient  time  to  give  his  evidence  before  he  closed  his  case,  but  at 
the  close  the  witness  not  having  appeared,  and  a  nonsuit  being 
moved  for,  he  asked  for  delay  in  expectation  that  his  witness 
would  shortly  be  pi*esent,  but  not  appearing  he  then  requested 
the  Judge  to  allow  his  evidence  to  be  taken  at  a  future  time. 
This  being  refused  he  became  nonsuit.     He  further  states  in 
liis  affidavit  that  the  only  point  in  his  case  that  was  not 
clearly  made  out  to  entitle  him  to  a  verdict  was  the  identity 
of  the  defendant,  and  this  as  appeared  by  the  affidavit  of 
Ifadley,  he  could  have  established.    He  says  before  the  com* 
nicnccment  of  the  suit  he  called  at  the  place  of  business  of 
the  defendant  to  i^equcst  pajnnent  of  the  account  upon  which 
this  action  is  brought,  and  that  the  defendant  then  most 
•listinctly  ailmitted  having  received  the  goods  chained  therein 
from  the  plaintiffs.    At  the  argument  of  the  cause  the  counsel 
for  the  defendant  contended  that  as  plaintiff  had  proceeded 
with  the  trial  of  his  cause  and  took  the  risk  of  obtaining  a 
vc^rdict,  he  could  not  afterwards  complain  it  was  against  him 
in  consequence  of  the  absence  of  a  witness.    That  he  should 
have  applied  to  have  the  trial  put  oflf,  and  not  proceeded  with 
it.     I  admit  that  to  be  the  general  rule,  but  each  case  must 
depend   upon  the  particular  cii*cumstances  of  it.     Where  a 
Verdict  was  found  against  defendant,  and  a  material  witness 
arrived  next  <lay  for  him,  the  Court  refused  to  grant  a  rule 
for  a  new  trial  because  no  application  had  been  made  to  put 
off  the  trial.     Jihnslie  v.  Wildman,  8  Taunt.,  236.     The 
geneial  rule  is  that  a  new  trial  will  not  be  granted  on  the 
gtx)und  tliat  evidence  has  not  been  given.    Cooke  v.  Berry, 
I  Wils.,  08;  note  a,  Tiwquand  v.  Bawaan^  1  C.  M.  &  R., 
710.    Where  an  application  to  put  of!*  the  trial  before  the 
under  sheriff  was  made  after  the  jury  was  sworn  on  the  ground 
of  the  absence  of  a  material  witness,  and  refused,  the  Court 
would  only  grant  a  new  trial  on  payment  of  costs.    Packliam 
T.  Newman,  3  Dow.  P.  C,  IGo*     The  oases  all  adopt  tho 
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general  principle,  more  or  less  with  modification  when  the 
circumstauces  justify  it  Here  the  plaintiffs  conid  have 
declined  bringing  their  cause  on  for  trial,  as  it  did  not  Ktand 
first  for  trial  on  the  docket,  but  as  it  was  to  be  tried  without 
A  jury 9  their  attorney  feeling  confident  of  the  attendance 
of  the  witness,  proceeded  with  it,  and  once  pi*oceeding  with 
the  trial  he  could  do  no  more  than  he  did  when  he  found  his 
witness  not  present,  that  is  to  ask  the  Judge  to  receive  his 
evidence  at  a  future  time.  If  the  witness  bad  not  been 
misled  by  the  information  he  received  from  some  of  the  jury 
then  coming  from  the  Court  that  it  had  been  adjourned  he 
would  have  been  present  to  give  his  evidence  in  the  cause. 
Under  those  circumstances,  and  as  it  appears  to  me  the 
plaintiffs  did  all  that  was  necessary  to  obtain  the  attendance 
of  the  witne&s,  I  think  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  should  be 
made  absolute,  but  upon,  the  plaintiff  paying  costs. 


SMITH  V.  McEACHERN. 

PLAiimrr  nqvplM  d«feiid«it  vHta  merchamlln,  and,  ftmonir  other  Uiln^  with  latoxleil- 
inir  lk|uora  to  qttMiUtiM  nf  law  Uimi  one  xmllon  aeUverwl  tx  one  and  the  eame  tloM*  Defend- 
■ant  on  the  other  hand  eappUcd  pteintlff  vlth  artlclee  whleh  wore  placed  to  htr  ereillt  In 
plafaitura  hooks  of  aoeonnt.  On  a  wttleoient  of  acctmntt  plaintiff  ■track  out  of  hii  aooount 
all  'diarspet  for  liqnoti  enpplted  ae  above,  ami,  with  defendant's  oonnent,  deducted  a  like 
anaotmt  from  the  lattei^s  credits  hjr  waj*  of  pa^nnent  for  the  Uqutir.  Pefetulaiit  havlnf  glvra  a 
promiasorjr  note  tor  the  balance, 

AeM,  That  the  note  so  friven  wes  not  void  under  Revised  Statutes,  (Srd  8eriei>,  chapter 
10,  bdng  neither  for  nor  to  secure  Intoxlontlng-  liquors  in  any  quantity  as  forbidden  by  tho 
•tatate.  The  statute  bdnir  restrictive  of  the  coinnion  law  and  of  a  penal  cisaracter  must 
receive  a  restrictive  construction,  and  on  no  account  sh^*uld  be  cou»trued  to  mean  other  than 
the  phdii  onHnary  meaning  the  words  would  tunrey. 

McCuLLY,  J.,  now,  (July  1st,  1872,)  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court : — 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  a 
promissory  note  made  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  dated  tho  25th 
day  of  January,  1862,  for  £45  0  7,  tried  before  Mr.  Justice 
DesBarres^  in  June,  1871,  at  Port  Hood.  The  controversy 
and  facts  were  substantially  as  follows :  Smitli,  the  plaintiff, 
was  a  merchant^  and  MeEachern  was  one  of  his  customers. 
The  plaintiff  kept  a  running  account  with  defendant,  supplying 
him  with  merchandize  on  credic,  and  among  other  things  with 
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intaxieating  liquors  in  quantities  of  less  than  one  gallon 
delivered  at  one  and  the  same  time.  Defendatit  on  his  part 
supplied  plaintiff  with  articles  which  plaintiff  had  placed  to 
his  credit  in  his  books  of  account,  whera  he  kept  a  debit  and 
credit  account.  On  a  settlement  had  at  the  date  of  the  note» 
plaintiff  struck  out  of  his  account  all  the  charges  for  intoxi- 
cating liquors  in  quantities  less  than  a  gallon  and  delivered  at 
one  and  the  same  time,  and  deducted  a  like  amount  from 
defendant's  credits  by  his  consent,  "  by  way  of  payment  for 
the  liquor  supplied/'  whereby  the  balance  remained  the  same 
as  if  no  deduction  had  been  made  on  either  side. 

The  facts  of  this  case  ai-e  not  in  controversy.  The  defence 
set  up  was  the  16th  clause  of  chapter  19  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (3rd  series),  which  enacts  that  no  person  shall  recover, 
or  be  allowed  to  set  off  any  charge  ''  for  intoxicating  liquors 
in  any  quantity  less  than  one  gallon*  delivered  at  one  and  the 
same  time,  and  all  specialties,  bills,  notes,  agreements,  or 
accounts  stated,  given  or  made  in  whole  or  in  part,  for,  or  to 
secure  any  such  charge,  shall  be  void."  ''It  shall  not  be 
necessary  for  every  person  wishing  to  take  advantage  of  this 
clause  to  plead  the  same  specially,  but  advantage  may  be 
taken  thereof  at  any  stage  of  the  trial  on  motion  for  a 
nonsuit." 

Defendant's  counsel  at  the  close  of  plaintiff's  case  moved 
for  a  nonsuit,  which  the  Court  ordered.  Plaintiff  refusing  to 
become  nonsuited,  defendant  called  him  as  a  witness,  and  the 
substance  of  his  testimony  is  given  above.  The  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  defendant,  in  accordance  with  the  Judge's  charge. 
The  plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  to  set  this  verdict  aside  for  mis- 
direction and  as  against  law  and  evidence.  The  sole,  single 
point-raised  on  the  trial  and  argument  was  this, — is  this  note, 
which  is  drawn  in  the  ordinary  form  and  made  payable  by 
defendant  to  plaintifl,  void  under  the  statute?  '  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  is  not.  That  the  note  as  it  exists  is  neither 
"  Tor  "  nor  to  secure  "  intoxicating  liquors  in  any  quantity,"  as 
forbidden  by  the  statutes  Unless  the  affirmative  of  the  pro- 
position can  be  maintained,  there  is  no  case  made  out  on  the 
part  of  defendant  to  render  the  note  void. 

It  does  not  appear  by  the  minutes  of  the  learned  Judge 
who  tried  the  cause  of  what  the- defendant's  eredits  oonabted. 
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But  suppose  for  argumelit'a  sake  that  they  were  in  part 
charges  of  a  like  kind  as  those  struck  out  of  plaintifiTs 
account,  could  it  be  contended  that  the  two  paities,  plaintiff 
and  defendant,  could  not  weed  out  all  such  objectionable 
items  and  then  strike  a  balance,  and  if  so,  that  a  note  taken 
for  such  a  balance  was  void  ?    I  apprehend  not 

It  may  be  said  that  it  is  an  ingenious  device  to  avoid  the 
operation  of  the  statute.  But  if  it  be  so,  is  it  competent  for 
defendant  now  to  complain  of  that  to  which  he  gave  his 
assent,  and  which  he  followed  up  by  giving  to  plaintiff  a  pro- 
missory not^)?  If  the  defendant  had  not  consented,  as  he 
confessedly  did,  for  it  is  not  contended  that  there  was  any 
duress  of  any  kind,  had  he  withheld  his  consent,  and  refused 
a  promissory  note  or  settlement,  still  plaintiff  could  certainly 
have  recovered  for  the  other  items  of  his  account.  That  was 
not  controverted  at  the  argument 

The  cases  cited  in  favor  of  defendant's  contention  have  no 
application  to  the  state  of  facts  here.  By  defendant's  consent 
plaintiff  struck  out  every  charge  for  liquor  in  his  account,  and 
by  the  like  consent  threw  off  an  equal  amount  of  credits. 
Neither  in  whole  or  in  part  has  this  promissory  note  now  any 
amount,  the  smallest, "  for  intoxicating  liquors  sold  or  delivered 
contrary  to  the  statute."  Jvulicia  efij^is  duoere,  n<m  dare,  is 
a  wholesome  maxim.  If  it  had  been  the  desire  of  the  Legis- 
lature to  have  rendered  the  whole  of  any  account  void  where 
intoxicating  liquora  constituted  a  part,  the  language  of  the 
statute  would  have  so  declared  and  enacted.  With  every 
desire  to  control  the  liquor  traffic  and  rastrain  it  within  legis- 
lative limits,  ready  and  willing  and  prepared  to  enforce  all  the 
penalties  imposed  by  the  statute  upon  those  who  controvert 
it,  I  am  unable,  nevertheless,  to  go  further  than  its  plain, 
unequivocal  language  warrants. 

The  note  in  question  as  it  at  present  exists  contains  no 
charge  for  intoxicating  liquors  forbidden  by  the  statute,  and 
is  therefore  legal  and  good.  In  a  penal  enactment  where  it  is 
sought  to  depart  from  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  words 
used,  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  those  words  should 
be  understood  in  a  larger  or  more  popular  sense  must  plainly 
appear.  Stephtmson  v.  Higginsan,  3  H.  L  C,  G38.  The 
intention  of  the  Legislature  must  be  ascertained  from  the 
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irords  of  a  statute  and  not  from  any  general  inferences  to  be 
drawn  from  the  nature  of  the  objects  dealt  with  by  the  statute. 
Fardyee  v.  Brid4/e$,  1  H.  L.  C,  1.  The  Court  knows  nothing 
of  the  intention  of  an  act  except  from  the  words  in  which  it 
is  expressed,  applied  to  the  facts  existing  at  the  time.  Lagan 
V.  Couiiottm  (Earl),  1 3  Beav.,  22.  Tlie  language  of  a  statute 
taken  in  its  plain  ordinary  sense,  an<l  not  its  p(»licy  or  sup- 
posed intention,  is  the  safer  guide  in  construing  its  enactments. 
PhUipott  V.  8t.  Geoi^'s  Ilwpitid,  6  U.  L.  C,  S3K. 

The  common  law  rights  of  the  subject  in  respect  to  the 
enjoyment  of  his  property  are  not  to  be  touched  upon  by  a 
statute  unless  such  intention  is  shown  by  dear*  words  or 
necessary  implication.  Reg.  v.  Mulloxv  Union,  12  Ir.  C.  L.  R., 
3S— Q.  B. ;  Fiak.  Dig.,  8208.  Statutes  restiictive  of  the  com- 
mon law  receive  a  restrictive  construction.  AJi  v.  Abfty, 
3  Swans.,  664.  Chapter  19  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  highl}' 
penal  in  many  of  its  clausef»,  and  restrictive  of  common  law 
in  letter  and  spirit  By  the  principles  that  obtain  and  govern 
in  the  construction  of  statutes,  this  chapter  must  in  all  its 
parts  receive  a  restrictive  construction,  and  on  no  account 
should  be  construed  to  mean  other  than  the  plain  ordinary 
meaning  the  words  would  convey. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  a  new 
trial  should  be  made  absolute. 


WcNAB  V.  SAWYER. 

PLAiXTirr  bnmsht  refiieriii  ainilRft  tfefciMknt,  •  ■h«rttr,  for  ffoodt  Ukm  on  tswntloii,  bat 
clii'BMd  by  plaimlff  under  *  regirterad  Ull  of  Mb  fltin  tbe  iMotjr  afidiMt  iriMMn  tfw  •nentkMi 
bmcd.  Mid  vho  vas  snflttred  to  renwiii  In  poMSMkm.  Hm  prlndpal  qmrthrn  on  tke  trial  VM 
the  ftoiM  JMe$  (il  tbe  Mil  of  mle,  and,  Um  Jai?'  hariog  ibund  lor  tlMpiiklnUfl. 

Biid,  notvUlnlnndlnK  nii|>ieloi»  drconutancw,  ibnt  UMir  tvidid  ocmbi  nol  be  Ml  M!dc. 
illtt^  UmI  tiMplahiiUI  vbo  had  bad  •  ij-niboUe  dnUreiy,  and  had  a  right  to  hwwdlata  |ibmii 
•km,  bad  anflMent  poMwIon  to  uiainUia  tba  action. 

Sir  W.  Young,  C.  J.,  now,  (July  Ist^  1872,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court : — 

This  is  an  action  of  replevin  for  gooits  taken  on  execution 
and  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  under  a  registered  bill  of  sale 
from  McKie,  against  whom  the  execution  issued.    The  prin- 
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cipal  question  on  the  trial  was  the  bona  fides  of  the  bill  of 
sale,  and  the  jury  having  found  for  the  plaintiff  we  think  that 
notwithstanding  some  suspicious  circumstances  the  verdict 
can  not  be  disturbed*  Part  of  the  goorls  in  the  bill  of  sale 
were  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  but  the  gooils  levied  on  were 
left  in  posssession  of  McKie.  The  plaintiff  had  a  right  at  any 
moment  to  take  them  out  of  his  possession.  There  was  a 
63*mbolic  delivery  of  all  the  goods  to  the  plaintiff  a  few  days 
after  the  bill  of  sale  was  executed,  and  his  absolute  right  to 
the  possession  of  the  whole  was  acknowledged.  Under  these 
circumstances  it  was  urged  that  replevin  would  not  lie.  It 
was  admitted  on  the  authorit}''  of  Rh\g  v.  Brennan^  James 
Reps.,  20,  that  a  third  party  whose  goods  were  taken  on 
execution  could  maintain  i^eplevin  against  the  sheriff  or  other 
officer,  but  here  it  was  said  that  McKie  was  in  possession  and 
not  the  plaintiff,  and  that  a  possesi»ory  right  without  iK>s^es- 
sioB  was  not  enough.  I  accede  to  that  proposition,  but  am  of 
opinion  that  the  possession  of  McKie  was  the  possession  of 
the  plaintiff,  for  which  the  case  of  White  v.  Morris,  11  C.  B., 
1028,  34,  is  an  authority.  The  vendee  under  a  bill  of  sale 
was  held  in  that  case  to  have  sufficient  posse&sion  to  maintain 
trespass,  and  if  so  he  can  avail  himself  of  the  more  complete 
and  effective  remedy  affotded  by  replevin.  Another  difficulty 
arose  upon  the  trial  in  the  discovery  then  made,  that  part  of 
the  goods  in  the  writ  of  replevin  were  not  in  the  bill  of  sale. 
These  the  plaintiff's  counsel  disclaimed,  and  they  are  probably 
of  trifling  value.  It  was  uncertain,  too,  what  goods  had  l)een 
actually  levied  on,  and  yf^  think  it  the  better  course  to  i*efer 
these  matters  to  a  master,  should  the  parties  think  them 
worth  the  trouble  and  cost  of  inquiry.  The  defendant  is 
entitled  to  judgment  on  the  record  for  any  goods  levied  on 
and  not  included  in  the  bill  of  sale,  and  we  have  framed  a 
rule  securing  him  thai  right. 
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WrfRKs  A  promimorr  note  I*  def<M;tivc  for  vant  of  a  itanip  the  plaintiff  may  recovicr  the 
nmonnt  of  the  consideration  on  a  count  for  account  slated,  notwithstandfnjf  that  the  con- 
f^idcntiiHi  of  the  note  is  for  an  interest  In  land. 

DoPD,  J.,  now,  (July  Ist.,  1872,)  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court : — 

This  cause  was  tried  before  Mr.  Juf^tice  Wilkina,  at  ffali- 
fax,  at  the  sittinr^s  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  October  term, 
1871,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant.  A  rule 
nisi  was  j^rantcd  for  a  new  trial,  and  the  cause  was  argued 
during  the  present  term.  The  action  was  on  a  promissory 
note,  and  on  an  account  stated.  The  particulars  of  plaintiff's 
claim  are  as  follows  : 

1870. 

July  22-25.    To  amount  of  note $400  00 

Drawn  January  22nd,  due  this  data,  Oct 

8th,  interest  to  date • .  • . .     17  50 


$417  50 

The  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  the  above  amount  npon  an 
«iccount  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded  to  the  first  count  on  the  note,  that 
he  never  made  tlie  note,  and  to  the  account  stated  that  he 
never  was  indebted.  There  are  several  other  pleas,  but  upon 
the  issues  raised  by  the  two  I  have  mentioned,  the  cause  was 
ar<Tiied.  Upon  the  issue  on  the  note  an  important  question 
arose,  at  the  trial  and  also  at  the  argument,  as  to  the  right  of 
the  defendant  to  offer  as  a  defence,  that  the  note,  when  made, 
was  not  stani])ed  or  insufficientl}*  stamped,  the  plaintiff  con- 
tending that  the  want  of  stamps  could  be  taken  advantage  of 
only  l»y  plea  denying  that  the  note  was  stam^^ed,  while  the 
defendant  rested  npon  £»glisli  cases  to  prove  that  under  his 
{>lca,  that  he  never  made  the  note,  he  could  show  the  want  of 
stamps.  In  this  case  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  decide  the 
question,  as  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover  for  his  particulars  on  the  account  stated.  It  will 
only  be  necessaiy  to  refer  to  one  or  two  cases  to  show  that  if 
the  note  is  defective  for  the  want  of  a  stamp,  a  plaintiff  can 
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recover  the  consideration  of  the  note  upon  his  account  stated. 
When  the  note  has  not  the  proper  stamp  so  that  it  can  be 
given  in  evidence,  the  plaintiff  may  go  into  the  evidence  of 
the  debt  for  which  it  is  given ;  Wilson  v.  Kennedy,  1  Esp., 
245  ;  Brown  v.  WatU,  1  Taunt.,  353 ;  where  the  particulars 
of  plaintiff's  demand  was  a  promissory  note  only,  on  its  being 
produced  in  evidence  it  was  improperly  stamped  and  could 
not  be  given  in  evidence,  though  the  party  could  be  allowed 
to  give  the  considemtion  in  evidence,  he  shall  be  precluded 
by  his  particulars.    Lord  Kenyon  said  when  an  instrument 
produced  in  evidence  has  been  found  to  be  improperly  stamped, 
I  have  admitted  evidence  of  the  consideration,  and  I  should 
do  so  here  if  the  plaintiff  had  not  precluded  himself  by  his 
particulars;  Wade  v.  Beasley,  4  Esp.,  7,  and   in  Bedley  v. 
Bainbridge,  3  Q.  B.,  31C  ;  a  declaration  on  a  promissory  note 
with  a  count  on  account  stated.    The  Court  held  the  particu- 
lars were  insufficient  to  enable  the  party  to  give  evidence  of 
the  account  stated,  the  note  being  invalid.    In  the  present 
case  the  same  difficulty  does  not  arise  that  did  in  Hedley  v. 
Bainbridge.      There  the  particulars  did  not  refer   to  the 
consideration  of  the  note  so  as  to  recover  under  the  account 
stated.    Not  so  in  this  case.    The  paHiculars  not  only  claim 
the  amount  of  the  note,  but  also  the  consideration  of  it,  under 
the  account  stated.  The  evidence  of  Noah  and  also  that  of  plain- 
tiff prove  what  the  consideration  was.    The  plaintiff,  having 
purchased  real  estate  in  the  City  of  Halifax,  agreed  through 
i\ra«&  to  transfer  the  purchase  to  the  defendant  for  the  sum 
of  four  hundred  dollars  in  advance  of  his  purchase,  and  the 
surrender  of  the  property  to  defendant.    Upon  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  the  agreement  was  performed.    The  subsequent 
admiwions  of  the  defendant  by  letters  and  otherwise  admitted 
the  $400  to  be  due  on  the  transaction,  and  for  which  the 
note  in  suit  was  given  to  plaintiff.    An  absolute  acknow- 
ledgment by  the  defendant  of  the  plaintiff^s  claim  c^n  be 
recovered  under  the  account  stated,  so  an  oral  admission  of  a 
debt  for  goods  sold  is  evidence  of  an  account  stated,  though 
the  agreement  for  the  sale  was  in  writing,  NewhaJU  v.  UMt 
6  M.  &  W.,  662.    When  the  contract  was  not  in  writing,  as 
required  by  the  StattUe  of  FraiUls,  the  plaintiff  may  some- 
times recover  on  account  stated,  as  by  proving  alter  the 
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defendant  luul  been  let  into  poesefuion  of  a  fann  by  the  plain- 
tiff under  a  parol  agreement  to  give  £100  for  it,  he  acknow- 
ledged that  he  owed  and  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  that 
aum.  Cockitvg  v.  VTard,  1  C.  B.,  858u  So  where  plaintiff  and 
defendant  met  and  went  through  their  cross  acconnts,  and 
ascertained  that  the  plaintiff  owed  to  the  defendant  £111,  and 
the  defendant  to  plaintiff  £f>7,  leaving  a  balance  of  £44  in 
defendant's  favor,  and  it  was  then  verbally  agreed  between 
them  that  the  defendant  should  purchase  61  the  plaintiff  his 
interest  in  some  land  for  £70,  and  ultimately  that  the  balance 
in  the  plaintiff's  favor  should  be  taken  at  £32,  the  defendant 
having  obtwietl  passession  of  the  land  accordingly,  it  was 
held  the  plaintiff  could  recover  the  agreed  balance  on  an 
account  sUted.  Latfcoock  v.  Pidt^es,  4  R  &  S.,  487.  These 
last  cases  cover  that  under  consideration,  and  show  notwith- 
atsnding  the  consideration  of  the  note  is  for  an  interest  in 
land,  the  defendant  having  admitted  the  debt  and  promised 
to  pay  it,  the  plaintiff  is  now  enabled  to  recover  it  under  the 
count  on  account  stated.  The  rule  for  a  new  trial  must, 
therefore,  be  made  absolute  with  costs. 
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IL  BBonoBS*  prior  to  nnktiif  m  Mri^imMot  nadir  tk«  lanNwot  Ail,  tnailifni  ctitala 
pnllriM  9l  itmuvK»U>  thepJaiotMr  lo  whom  thy  ww  l«irely  todafctad  tor  mtnmem,  Tte 
tmi/mm  hftrinf  riit»m1  th«  inMrnaeo,  Um  iiMurtnappUod  fnr  and  <dwalmd  mi 

BM,  llMi  UMM«h  pottdes  am  VMMlty  wmAgnwA  ta  wrfttas;  •  smm  vortal 
vllk  dollv«7  fiTW  tke  •ori;|iMO  M  oooitMik  rtsht  t<t  tiM  pcveeodh 

Atm,  Tboi  ia  omos  of  iotorplo«ler  »  Court  of  kw  majr  eomUcr  tin  oqiduhlt  i|sMi  of  Um 


Ritchie,  R  J.,  now,  (July  ICth,  1S72,)  delivered  the  judg* 
ment  of  the  Court : — 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  in  this  cause  that  Manning 
Bi'otliers  who  were  doing  business  in  this  Province,  became 
lai^gely  indebted  to  TJionuts  Manning,  who  was  engaged  in 
business  at  Boston,  for  advances  made  by  him  to  the  firm, and 
he  having  require<I  securit}*,  they  gave  him  a  mortgage  on 
their  property  on  the  1st  Augnd,  1869. 
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On  the  28th  May,  1860,  Manniiu;  Brothers  effected 
insumnce  against  fire  on  their  property  in  the  ofHco  of  the 
Liverpool,  London  and  Globe  Insurance  Company,  anJ  on 
the  25th  January,  1870,  they  effected  a  further  insurance  in 
the  same  office ;  and  Tlionuis  Manning  having  required  tlint 
the  pmpertj*  should  be  insured  for  his  benefit,  they,  on  tlie 
14th  day  of  March,  1870,  took  out  a  further  policy  in  the  same 
office,  which,  in  its  terms,  was  made  payable  to  him  as  mort- 
gagee in  case  of  loss,  and  the  two  other  policies  were  made 
payable  to  him  by  the  indorsement  of  the  agent  of  the  com- 
pany dated  the  last  mentioned  day.  The  three  policies  were 
subsequently  transmitted  to  Thomas  Manning,  who  held  them 
at  the  time  of  the  loss  by  fire  of  the  property  insulted,  which 
took  place  on  the  14th  May,  1870. 

There  Is  no  evidence  whatever  to  throw  doubt  on  the  bona 
jides  of  the  debt  fron)  Manning  Brothers  to  TItomas  Manning, 
nor  is  there  any  evidence  to  lead  to  the  inference  that  the 
firm  was  insolvent  either  when  the  mortgage  was  given  or 
the  interest  of  policies  transferre<l  or  that  the  transfer  was 
made  in  contemplation  of  insolvency. 

On  the  30th  May,  Manning  Broffurs  bocamo  insolvent  and 
made  an  assignment  under  the  Insolvent  Act. 

After  the  fire  had  taken  place  application  for  payment  of 
the  loss  was  made  by  Thomas  Manning  on  the  agent  of  the 
insurance  company  and  a  protest  against  snoii  payment  was 
made  by  Bowman,  who  claimed  the  amount  as  the  assigtiee  of 
Manning  BroOiei*s,  and  a  suit  having  been  instituted  again^^t 
the  company,  who  did  not  dispute  the  loss  and  wei*e  willing  to 
pay  the  amount  to  the  party  entitled  toi'oCeive  it,  they  api»tied 
to  the  Cdurt  to  award  an  interpleader,  which  was  gninU^d  on 
their  paying  into  Court  the  sum  in  controvet*sy,  and  it  way 
ordered  that  Thomas  Manning  and  Muymird  Bowman  should 
proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  issue  to  enquire  whether  Maynard 
Bowman,  assignee  of  Manning  Brotltcrs,  is  as  against  the 
plaintiff  entitled  to  the  said  sum  being. S400. 

On  the  argimient  we  were  all  of  opinion  that  the  only 
question  upon  which  any  doubt  conUI  bo  entertained  after  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  was,  whether  there  was  such 
a  transfer  of  the  two  policies  originally  made  payable  to 
Manning  Bivthei^  as  would  entitle  him,  in  this  action,  to 
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recover  the  amount  insured  by  them.  As  regards  the  other 
policy  made  paj^able  to  him  as  mortgagee,  we  felt  that  his 
right  to  recover  under  it  was  settled  by  the  case  of  Brush  v. 
The  jEtna  Insurance  Company]  decided  some  time  since  by 
this  Court 

Fire  policies  cannot  be  transferred  from  one  to  another 
without  the  consent  of  the  insurer,  yet  when  that  consent  is 
obtained  the  transfer  will  be  upheld.  It  may  be  that  such  an 
assignment  would  be  deemed  onl}'-  an  equitable  one,  and  in  a 
Court  of  law  the  action  on  it  should  in  general  be  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  assignor;  but  where,  as  in  this  case,  the 
amount  in  the  event  of  loss  has  been  made  payable  to  the 
assignee  by  the  insurers  at  the  instance  of  the  assignor  by 
an  endorsement  to  that  effect  on  the  policy,  and  thus  a  privity 
established  between  the  insurers  and  the  assignee,  I  am  not 
prepared  to  say  that  an  action  could  not  be  maintained  by  the 
assignee  himself,  for  the  insurers  have  expressly  undertaken 
to  respond  to  him.  See  Aiiigd  on  Fire  and  Life  hiswiunce, 
246-6 ;  Phil.  Insur.,  62. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  there 
was  in  fact  no  assignment  of  the  policies  in  this  case  as  no 
deed  or  instrument  in  writing  had  passed  between  the  parties, 
but  though  policies  are  usually  assigned  in  writing,  yet  a 
mere  verbal  assignment  with  delivery  of  the  policy  gives  to 
the  assignee  an  equitable  right  to  the  proceeds.  See 
11  M,  £  W,,  10.  And  after  such  an  assignment  and  delivery 
of  the  policy  with  the  consent  of  the  insurer  in  the  case  of 
fire  policies,  the  assignor  cannot,  by  any  act  of  his,  intercept 
or  prejudice  the  rights  of  the  assignee.  See  1  PhilL,  p.  60. 
It  is  impossible,  therefore,  to  hold  that  there  has  not  been 
at  least  an  equitable  assignment,  and,  assuming  that  Tliomas 
Manning  only  took  an  equitable  one  under  it,  and  that, 
to  assert  his  right  against  the  insurers  in  a  court  of  law  he 
would  be  i*equired  to  bring  an  action  in  the  name  of  the 
assignor,  can  Bmvnyin,  the  assignee  of  Manning  Brothel's, 
raise  the  question  on  the  issue  before  the  Court  under  the 
interpleader  order  ?  Upon  this  point  I  had  some  doubt  on  the 
argument,  and  no  authorities  were  adduced  on  either  side  in 
relation  to  it ;  I  have,  however,  found  one  since  the  argument, 
which  is  strikingly  applicable  and  establishes  the  principle 
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that,  in  an  intei-pleader  case  like  th«  present,  a  Court  of  law 
Miay  consider  the  equitable  rights  of  the  parties.  The  ca&e  I 
refer  to  is  Eusden  v.  Pope,  L.  R.,  3  Exch.,  277.  In  giving 
judgment  Martin^  B.,  says:  "The  defendant  is  assignee  in 
bankruptcy,  and  it  is  established  that  assignees  take  only 
that  which  the  bankinipt  was  entitled  to ;  the  plaintiff  has  an 
equitable  right,  and  therefore  it  did  not  pass  to  the  assignee. 
The  other  question  is  a  fonnal  one,  whether  the  plaintiff  is 
to  be  driven  into  a  Court  of  Equity  to  establish  his  rights.  I 
agree  that  he  could  not  maintain  the  action,  h\U  the  money  ie 
in  CouH  and  the  question  is,  who  is  entitled  to  itt  and  this 
question  I  will  not  refuse  to  try."  CiurchiU,  B. — '*  I  an>  of 
the  same  opinion.  I  cannot  agree  with  my  bix>ther  BravixueU 
that  we  are  not  to  try  the  substantial  question  between  the 
parties,  and  that  the  only  question  we  can  determine  is 
whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  maintain  the  action.  The 
party  had  a  clear  right  to  interplead  in  Equity,  and  it  would 
be  a  very  narrow  view  of  the  interpleader  act  to  hold  that  it 
was  not  intended  to  confer  upon  the  Court  a  jurisdiction  to 
determine  equitable  rights.  The  case  does  not  rest  on  thie 
fact  of  an  action  tried  before  a  Judge  on  circuit,  but  on  the 
fact  that  an  Interpleader  order  had  been  made  and  the  money 
paid  into  Court,  and  that  order  having  been  made,  jurisdiction 
is  given  to  us  to  determine  who  is  the  person  entitled  to  the 
money  so  paid  into  Court  That  is  the  substantial  question, 
and  the  assignee  of  the  bankrupt  can  have  no  right  to  which 
the  bankrupt  was  not  entitled  at  law  and  in  Eqwityr 
KeUy,  C.  J.,  concurred. — *'  The  substantial  question  is  whether 
the  plaintiff  or  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  money  paid  into 
Court" 

We  are  relieved  by  the  authority  of  this  case  from  the 
technical  difficulty  in  the  way  of  the  plaintiff's  recovering  in 
this  actiouj  who  is  really  entitled  to  the  money  in  dispute, 
and  who,  even  if  this  defendant,  who  is  not  entitled  to  it 
beneficially,  recovered  in  this  action,  would  be  entitled,  by 
resorting  to  a  Court  of  Equity,  to  compel  him  to  pay  back 
what  a  Court  of  law  had  not  on  mere  technical  grounds  the 
power  to  award  him. 

We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  should 
be  discbargid  with  costs. 
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THE  STARR  MANUFACTURING  COMPANY  (Ldhted) 

V.  FAIRBANKa 

OircmMirr  demined  to  the  plalntifft  a  water  power  derived  from  the  Dartmouth  lakee 
from  whldi  water  a-aa  alao  drawn  for  the  lupi^y  of  a  canal.  The  poaer  demised  was  to  be  <f 
no  len  extent  than  p!aintlff«  then  cujto'ed  and  as  much  more  as  defend:uit  omkl  spare  aft\r 
provtdiny  the  water  necessary*  for  the  worMnj;r  of  the  caiMl.  Defendant  havhitr  ofietied  the 
iluice  of  the  dum  which  retained  tlie  water,  not  for  anj-  needed  nee  of  the  oaiial« 

/lefrf ,  that  the  a*ater  so  expemlod  a*at  not  expended  within  the  exce|itiou  In  faror  of  the 
uwe^and  mmm%  viola^Mi  vt  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  nil  the  wa»«r  with  that  exooptlon. 

A  fm,  Tliat  defendant  could  not  be  iiennitted  to  raise  the  question  whether  the  Inter- 
letance  on  his  port  wm  or  wn*  not  practlcall}-  Injnrlous  t'l  the  plaintiffs. 

Fcrwinal  Horvice  of  a  ndo  nlgi  Is  waived  by  up})eanuice. 

A  demand  is  only  ueccesary  where  Bomcthltt;c  I<  required  to  be  done,  at  money  paid,-  deed 
executed,  kc 

A  rule  II Mi  for  an  attachment  for  broach  iif  an  Injunction  need  not  state  that  It  waegraated  * 
on  rvaillnt;  the  injunctiun.    All  that  Is  ncceesaty  is  to  produce  the  Inlnnction  In  Court. 

JoHMSTONE,  E.J.,  now,  (JuljT  16th,  1872,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court: — 

There  Imng  a  difference  of  opinion  on  the  bench  on  the 
judgment  IhjIow,  by  which  the  defendant  was  declared  to 
have  violated  the  injunction,  I  will  read  from  my  opinion 
delivered  then  on  that  point,  and  which  I  have  not  seen 
reason  to  change  :  "  It  remains  to  dispose  of  the  order  ni^  for 
attachment  In  dealing  with  this  I  discharge  from  my  mind 
the  c|itestion  raised  as  to  the  title  to  the  bed  of  the  stream.  I 
give  no  opinion  on  that  point.  If  the  Company  proceed  with 
their  purpose  of  laying  down  pipes,  and  their  title  is  sustained 
by  the  Court  above,  they  will  have  obtained  the  object  they 
desire  without  delay,  and  which  as  far  as  I  can  see  will  be  a 
nmterial  improvement  to  their  works,  while  it  will  inflict  no 
injury  on  Mr.  Fairbanks  or  those  claiming  under  him  ;  and  if 
their  title  is  not  sustained  their  labor  and  money  will  be 
thrown  away.  This  risk  they  must  assume.  For  the  reasons 
I  have  given  I  cannot  relieve  them  from  it  by  determining 
the  question  of  title.  The  sole  question  for  me  on  this  hea^l 
is  this, — has  Mr,  Fairlxivl's  disobeyed  the  injunction  b\' 
obstructing,  interrupting,  or  otherwise  interfering  with  tho 
water  privilege  and  power  demised  by  him  to  the  plaintiffs  ? 
This  was  to  be  of  no  less  extent  than  they  then  enjoyed,  and 
as  mncli  more  as  the  said  Lewie  P.  Fairbanks  shall  be  able  to 
spare  after  providing  the  water  necessary  for  working  thp 
canal.    All  the  water  except  what  was  needed  for  the  canal 
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\ras  tbua  demised  to  the  Company.  The  defendant  opened 
the  slaice  of  the  dam  which  retained  the  water  used  by  the 
Company,  and  this  he  did  not  for  any  needed  use  of  the  canal* 
The  water  which  from  this  cause  was  expended  was  therefore 
not  expended  within  the  exception  in  favor  of  the  canal,  and 
it  follows  that  its  expenditure  was  a  violation  of  the  plaintiflTs 
right  to  all  the  water  with  that  exception.  I  do  not  think  I 
can  inquire  whether  the  water  thus  discharged  at  the  par- 
ticular  moment  left  stich  a  diminution  in  the  quantity 
remaining  as  to  work  a  practical  injury  at  the  time  to  the 
working  of  the  plaintiffs'  machinery.  If  the  plaintiffs  had  a 
right  to  the  use  of  all  the  water  with  a  single  exception,  and 
the  defendant  had  only  a  right  to  interfei*e  with  it  within 
that  exceptitm,  and  if  the  injunction  restrained  the  defendant 
from  interfering  with  the  plaintifft'  privilege,  I  do  not  think 
that  the  defendant  can  be  permitted  to  raise  the  question 
whether  or  not  a  particular  interference  on  his  part  was  or 
was  not  practically  injurious  to  the  plaintiffs.  All  that  I 
think  we  can  ask  is, — was  the  interference  unauthorised? 
If  unauthorized,  it  was  forbidden.  Still  less  can  the  defendant 
be  allowed  to  justify  the  intei-fei-once  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting himself  against  a  supposed  trespass.  That  clearly  was 
not  a  ground  of  interference  within  the  case,  and  I  have 
already  explained  the  reason  why.  I  do  not  adjudicate  on 
the  claini  cf  title  set  up  by  the  defendant" 

The  defendant  also  took  technical  exceptions ;  these  were : 
That  the  service  of  the  rule  nisi  had  not  been  shown  to  have 
been  personal ;  and  that  it  was  not  s^ted  in  the  rule  niri 
that  it  had  been  obtained  on  reading  the  injunction;  and 
that  there  should  have  been  demand  of  pbasession.  The  first 
is  sufficiently  answered  by  the  fact  that  the  defendant 
appeared  in  person  and  by  counsel,  and  that  his  counsel 
answered  the  rule  nisi  on  its  merits.  2  Ch.  Arck.^  1582,  In 
all  cases,  even  when  personal  service  is  required,  any  irregu* 
larity  in  it  is  deemed  to  be  waiveil  by  the  party  moving  to 
order  the  rule,  or  appearing  to  show  cause  against  it.  But  by 
thus  appearing  he  does  not  waive  any  iiregularity  in  the  copy 
of  the  rule  served,  as  that  it  is  not  entitled  in  the  cause* 
At  page  1718  it  is  distinctly  said:  "An  objection  to  the 
to  the  want  of  personal  service  of  the  rule  ni$i  is  waived  Vy 
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showing  cause."  Levi  v.  Dtir^acomhe,  1  C.  M.  &  R,  737,is  a  clear 
authority  on  this  point.  It  was  a  rule  nisi  to  show  cause 
why  an  attachment  should  not  issue  for  not  .delivering  a  bill 
of  costs  pursuant  to  an  order  which  had  been  nmde  a  rule  of 
court  Lord  Ahinge7\  C.  B.,  distinguished  between  the  service 
of  the  rule  which  imposed  the  obligation  and  the  service  of 
the  i-ule  nisi  which  called  the  party  to  explain  his  disobedience, 
and  in  giving  judgment  said :  "  This  is  not  a  proceeding  having 
for  its  object  the  bringing  a  party  into  contempt  It  is  a  rule 
calling  upon  him  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be 
punished  for  a  contempt  already  committed."  But  even  if  it 
had  been  necessary  that  the  rule  should  be  personally  served, 
the  party  having  chosen  to  come  into  court  the  necessity  for 
personal  service  is  waived.  The  principle  is  perfectly  familiar 
to  any  one  who  has  been  a  reasonable  time  in  Westminster 
Hall,  that  the  effect  of  a  party  appearing  who  has  not 
been  regularly  served  is  the  same  as  if  the  service  had  been 
regular.  The  instances  are  numerous  in  the  case  of  convictions 
and  of  civil  proceedings,  as  reported  in  S  Dow.  P.  (7.,  447.  His 
Lordship  also  said:  '* Though  if  no  one  had  appeared  the 
Court  would  probably  not  have  made  the  rule  absolute  for  an 
attachment  except  on  an  affidavit  of  personal  service.  A 
multitude  of  authorities  might  be  cited.  1  Tidd,  500; 
•  UM.S  W.,  731 ;  3  Dowl  P.  G.,  583 ;  5  jB.,  255. 

The  objection  that  there  was  no  demand  is  inapplicable. 
It  is  only  necessary  when  something  is  required -to  be  done, 
as  money  paid,  deed  executed,  &c  Here  nothing  was  to  be 
done.  The  defendant  was  called  on  to  answer  for  what  he 
had  done. 

In  considering  the  objection  relating  to  the  proof  of  the 
injunction  and  of  its  service,  it  will  be  proper  to  examine  the 
proceedings.  The  order  and  the  injunction  were  served  on 
the  defendant  by  the  sheriff  on  22nd  May,  1871,  as  appeared 
by  the  sherifi's  return.  On  the  10th  July  the  defendant 
obtained  an  order  Tiisi  to  dissolve  the  injunction  on  his  own 
affidavit  and  that  of  H.  Findlyt  and  on  the  papers  on  file 
which  his  counsel  moved  to  make  absolute  on  the  merits.  No 
suggestion  being  made  that  the  injunction  had  not  been 
regularly  served. 
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Before  judgment  was  given  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  obtained 
a  rule  nisi  for  attachment  for  certain  acts  set  out  in  the  affi- 
davits on  which  the  rule  was  obtained  and  which  in  the  rule 
were  alleged  to  be  "  contrary  to  the  iv junction  granted  in  this 
cause"  Cause  was  shewn  on  technical  grounds  and  on  the 
merits.  On  this  argument  the  injunction  was  produced,  and, 
with  the  sheriffs  return  of  service,  read,  and  on  the  same  day 
the  defendants  moved  for  and  obtained  a  rule  niH  for  an 
injunction  against  the  plaintiffs  for  an  alleged  violation  othh 
rights,  against  which  cause  was  shown. 

I  g^yo  judgment  on  these  three  rules  at  the  same  time, 
discharging  both  the  rule  nisi  to  dissolve  the  plaintiffs' 
injunction,  and  the  rule  nisi  for  an  injunction  against  the 
plaintiffs,  and  making  absolute  the  rule  for  attachment  The 
merits  I  thought  required  these  decisions,  and  an  argument 
here  has  not  changed  my  opinion.  The  technical  objections 
are  in  the  strictent  degree  formal,  .and  cannot  be  urged  with 
force  in  the  circumstances  of  this  ca.'se.  The  defendant's  rule 
nisi  brought  all  the  proceedings  before  the  Qourt,  and  by  his 
affidavits  and  argument  in  their  support  he  recognized  the 
injunction  and  its  service.  The  plaintiffs'  rule  nisi  for 
attachment  was  stated  to  be  founded  on  breach  of  the  injunc- 
tion, and  the  defendant's  appearance  by  counsel  and  showing 
cause  as  I  have  shown  waived  any  supposed  irregularity  of 
service. 

It  k  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  the  Chancery  practice 
requires  that  the' rule  nisi  should  have  stated  that  it  was 
granted  on  reading  the  injunction.  All  that  is  necessary  is 
to  produce  the  injunction  in  Court.  1  Jac.  £  W„  376,  and 
3  Craig  <fc  Phillips,  108 ;  and  that  was  done  and  the  service 
proved.  But  in  fact  the  rule  nisi  did  sufficiently  refer  to  the 
injunction  when  it  requii*ed  the  defendant  to  show  cause 
against  an  attachment  moved  for  on  account  of  acts  done 
"contrary  to  the  injunction  issued  in  the  cause."  There  are 
numerous  cases  where,  under  special  circumstances,  attachment 
may  be  ordered  when  no  service  of  the  injtmction  had  been 
effected,  as  when  a  party  or  his  attorney  held  guilty  of  con- 
tempt who  had  known  thitt  the  injunction  was  issued  though 
the  injunction  was  not  sealed.   Kimpfon  v.  Eve,  2  V.  &  B.,  349. 

recognized  in  18  Ves.,  524 ;  2  Jac.  Jk  IT.,  iOb.    Warrant  of  com- 
4* 
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mittal  granted  after  the  defendant  had  had  notice  of  the  ordej, 
though  injunction  was  not  sealed.  2  Jac.  is  IT.,  26i.  So 
when  the  knowledge  of  the  injunction  was  tatisfactorilj 
shown,  &s  by  a  newspaper.  Lewes  v.  Morgan.  5  Price,  518. 
Under  the  proceedings  had  in  the  case^  and  with  the  three 
rules  before  me  for  judgment,  it  would  have  been  a  great 
sacrifice  of  reason  to  technicality  to  have  discharged  the  rule 
for  attachment  on  anj*  of  the  formal  grounds  taken  by  the 
defendant's  counsel,  and  he  cited  no  cases  constraining  to  such 
a  conclusion. 

I  cannot,  therefore,  feel  justified  in  reversing  the  order  for 
attachment  At  the  same  time,  as  the  object  was  mainly  to 
prevent  the  defendant  from  i-ashly  taking  the  law  into  his 
own  hands  in  circumstances  when  most  important  interests 
might  be  jeopardized,  I  directed  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  when  I 
made  the  order  absolute  not  to  issue  an  attachment  without 
first  applying  to  the  Court,  and  I  shall  be  pleased  if  the  matter 
if  not  further  prosecuted  unless  made  necessary  by  the 
defendant 

The  whole  Court  concurring  in  the  opinion  on  the  other 
causes  of  appeal,  that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed,  it  is 
unnecessary  for  me  to  refer  to  them^ 
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Vnmk  Retited  Statutft,  (Srd  ScriM)  np.  184,  mc  71,  pl«u  will  be  set  Mide,  wben  MMlled 
Ml  afldant,  and  vhero  they  appear  upon  ar,niiiient  tobe  falae,  thougliapait  of  the  pleaa  may  be 
•naUlneu.  the  defendant  (anleae  In  exvcptional  caaet)  should  poy  the  cocta  of  aetttnj;  aaldc 
inch  pleaa  aa  an  falae,  leaving  thecoata  of  niorlqg  to  aet  aalde  aoch  pleaa  aa  an  auatainad  to 
aVida  the  avant. 

Sir  Wm.  Young,  C.  J^  now,  (July  ICth,  1872,)  delivered 
judgment  as  follows : — 

These  two  cases  came  recently  before  me  at  chambers.  In 
the  first  the  cause  must  go  to  the  jury,  but,  on  the  affidavits, 
the  6rst,  second  and  third  pleas  are  obviously  false.  In  the 
second  it  is  admitted  that  on  part  of  the  pleas  the  cause  must 
go  to  the  jury,  and  a  rule  nisi  is  asked  to  set  aside  the 
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remaining  pleas  as  false.  The  practice  on  these  points  being 
undetermined,  I  thought  it  best  to  confer  with  tlie  other 
Judges  and  lay  down  a  uniform  rule. 

The  English  practice  depends  on  the  common  law  and  the 
52nd  section  of  the  Common  Law  ProcedaveAct,  1852,  which 
last,  as  appears  from  a  note  to  Archbold,  295,  originated  in 
the  House  of  Commons,  and  differs  widely  from  ours.  The 
English  cases  collected  in  Datft  52,  Si,  and  in  Archbold,  292, 
have  only  a  partial  application  here,  and  do  not  at  all  control 
our  discretion  in  this  Court  Here  our  chief  inquiry  is  into 
the  truth  or  falsity  of  pleas  put  in.  In  England  the  Judges 
have  generally  thought  themselves  debarred  from  that  inquiry. 
In  4  DowL,  64^  (18SG),  the  plea  was  sworn  to  be  fafse. 
TinddUy  C.  J> — 'It  is  clear  that  this  is  a  plea  upon  which  a 
distinct  issue  may  be  taken,  and  if  we  were  to  set  it  aside  we 
should  in  effect  be  trying  the  case  upon  affidavit."  In  4  Dowh^ 
592,  affirming  i  B,  £  (7.,  81,  Patterson,  J.,  "  I  have  not  the 
power  to  set  aside  a  plea  which  may  or  may  not  be  true.  The 
Court  have  retraced  their  steps  and  now  never  interfere  unless 
defendant  is  under  terms  to  plead  usually,  or  under  some 
special  circumstances."  And  in  Archbold,  edition  of  1866, 292, 
the  general  rule  is  stated,'  referring  to  numerous  cases,  '*  that  a 
Judge  will  not  interfere  and  strike  out  a  plea  upon  the  mere 
gi*ound  of  its  being  false,  although  the  pJaintifi  swear  that  it 
18  so." 

Our  rule  was  first  introduced  in  the  Practice  Act  of  185S 
by  section  67 :  *'  The  Court  or  a  Judge  shall,  in  all  cases, 
have  power  to  set  aside  frivolous  or  vexatious  pleadings, 
and  pleadings  colombly  amended,  in  preteiuled  compliance 
ance  with  a  Judge's  order  to  amend."  This  was  repeated  in 
the  second  series  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  fol.  497,  but  was 
superaeded  in  the  third  series,  fol.  527,  by  the  present  much 
more  comprehensive  clause.  "  The  Court  or  a  Judge  shall,  in 
all  cases,  have  power,  on  such  terms  as  to  costs  or  otherwi.se 
as  they  shall  think  fit,  to  set  aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  false, 
frivolous  or  vexatious  pleadings,  and  pleadings  in  pretended 
compliance  with  a  Judge's  order  to  amend."  This  has  been 
acted  upon  by  one  or  two  of  the  Judges  to  a  larger  extent 
than  by  others,  but  the  time  is  coming  when  it  is  absolutely 
necessary  to  enforce  it    Pleas  are  put  in  every  day  without 
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the  slightest  regard  to  truth  or  falsity,  and  the  time  of  the 
Court  and  jury  is  wasted,  and  the  ends  of  justice  sometimes 
defeated  by  the  parties  being  compelled  to  •  prove  what  has 
never  been  dii^puted  among  themselves.  A  defendant  pleads 
that  he  never  made  the  note  or  bond  or  policy  on  which  he  is 
sued,  though  he  did  make  it,  and  his  attorney  knows  that  he 
did,  or  might  know  if  he  chose  to  inquire,  as  he  certainly 
ought.  So  a  defendant  pleads  payment  or  satisfaction 
knowing  that  he  has  made  neither  the  one  nor  the  other.  We 
are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  all  pleas  when  assailed  by  the 
plaintiff  on  affidavit  as  at  present,  and  appearing  upon  argu- 
ment  to  be  false,  ought  to  be  set  aside  as  such,  though  a  part 
of  the  pleas  may  be  sustained,  and  that  the  defendant  (unless 
in  exceptional  cases)  should  pay  the  costs  of  setting  aside 
such  pleas  as  are  false,  leaving  the  costs  of  moving  to  set  aside 
such  pleas  as  are  sustained  to  abide  the  event. 

In  Stephenson  v.  Colfoi^d,  I  set  aside  the  first,  second  and 
third  pleas,  the  costs,  as  this  is  a  new  practice,  to  abide  the 
event. 

In  Boggs  v.  Bennett,  I  shall  grant  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside 
part  of  the  pleas,  which  will  be  made  absolute  as  to  suCh  of 
them  as  may  appear  to  be  false,  the  costs,  on  the  same  prin* 
ciple  also,  to  abide  the  event. 
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PLAtynrr  with  htohrother,  th«  Rev.  O.  P.,  entered  into  a  promleeoo'  note  on  Nov.  SOth, 
1867,  by  which  they  agreed  to  pay  to  the  order  of  D.  &  Co.,  the  defendants,  $1400  with  inter- 
est in  one  year  after  date.  When  the  note  fell  due  lutereet  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent.  «»f 
paltl  uix>n  it  and  the  note  was  allowed  to  lie  over.  On  December  Srd,  1809,  plaintiff  paid 
anotlicr  yeir'a  interest  with  t«-o  per  cenL  additional  which  defendants  demanded  for  extending 
the  time. 

Hrht,  that  the  additional  charge  to  made  was  within  the  prohibition  againet  takinjr  more 
tlian  ItfTdl  interest  contained  in  chapter  82,  Revited  Statutes^  (tmiSerieeX  and  that  dotetidanU 
were  liable  to  the  penaltlea  therein  Impoecd. 

DoDi>,  J.,  now,  (July  ICth,  1872,)  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court : — 

This  was  an  action  for  penalties  under  chapter  82  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  (second  series,)  for  taking-  more  than  legal 
interest.    The  first  count  of  the  declaration  states  that  the 
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defendants  on  the  Slat  Deoemher,  1869,  upon  a  certain  corrupt 
agreement  between  the  defendants,  the  plaintiff  and  one 
Oeoiye  Patterson,  took,  accepted  and  raceived  from  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  said  George  Patterson  the  sum  of  $112,  by  way 
of  corrupt  bargain  and  contract  for  the  defendants  forbearing 
and  giving  day  of  payment  of  the  sum  of  31400  due  from 
the  plaintiff  and  the  said  George  Patterson  to  the  said  defend- 
ants, for  one  year  from  the  30th  Ifovember,  1868  to  30th 
November,  1869,  which  said  sum  of  $112  exceeds  the  sum  of 
86  for  the  forbearing  of  $100  for  a  year,  contrary  to  the  form 
of  thiB  statute  in  such  ease  made  and  provided.  &c.  The 
second  count  states  the  defendants  on  the  12th  March,  1869, 
corruptly  and  usuriously  demanded  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  said 
Geoiye  Patterson  the  sum  of  $1400  due  upon  a  promissory  note 
made  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  George  Patterson  to  the 
defendant5,  dated  30th  Novernber,  1867,  together  with  one 
year's  interest  compounding  to  the  sum  of  $84,  and  the  further 
sum  of  $28  charged  as  commission  at  the  rate  of  two  per  cent 
upon  the  principal  of  said  note,  for  the  forbearance  of  one 
year,  from  the  30th  November,  1868,  to  the  30th  November, 
1869,  to  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  George  Patterson  the  said 
sum  o^  $1400,  amount  of  said  note,  &c.  And  that  afterwards, 
in  pursuance  of  such  corrupt  demand,  the  defendants  over 
and  above  the  legal  interest  of  $84  so  due  upon  the  said 
promissory  note  for  one  year's  interest,  demanded,  took  and 
received  from  the  said  plaintiff  and  the  said  George  Patterson 
a  further  sum  of  $28  for  the  forbearance  of  the  said  sum  of 
$1400  for  one  year.  Sic  The  third  count  states  the  corrupt 
contract  to  have  been  made  on  the  3rd  December,  1869,  and  the 
taking  the  $28  over  and  above  the  legal  interest  of  $84  for 
the  forbearance,  aa  in  previous  counts,  from  30th  November, 
1808,  to  SOth  November,  18G9.  The  fourth  count  in  general 
terms  states  the  usurious  contract  between  the  parties,  the 
taking,  of  the  $88  in  excess  of  legal  interest  for  the  forbear- 
ance, and  giving  day  of  payment  of  $1400  from  SOth  November, 
1868  to  SOth  November,  1869,  &c.  Query,  is  not  fourth  count 
defective,  not  giving  the  time  when  usurious  contract  was 
made  ?  The  pleas  are  nothing  more  than  a  general  denial,  the 
first  to  the  declaration,  and  then  a  plea  to  each  count  nega- 
tiving the  allegations  in  those  counts. 
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The  cause  was  tried  in  1871  afc  Halifax  before  Mr. 
Justice  Wilkins,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff.  The 
learned  Judge  gave  the  defendant  a  rule  that  was  argued  in 
January,  1872,  upon  the  grounds,  first,  misdirection  of  tho 
learned  Judge,  and,  secondly,  that  the  verdict  was  against  law 
and  evidence.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  contended  that 
the  declaration  had  been  framed  under  Provincial  Act, 
10  Geo.  Ill,,  chap.  5,  that  had  been  repealed  by  chapter  82^ 
Revifitd  Statutes,  2nd  series.  That  the  repealing  act  had  no 
reference  to  forbearing  or  giving  day  of  payment,  and  was 
confined  to  contracts  for  the  loan  of  money  or  goods.  That 
the  declaration  was  not  supported  by  evidence  showing  a 
loan  of  money,  but  on  the  contrary  the  substituting  of  one 
security  for  another,  that  is  giving  up  a  mortgage  for  the 
note  in  question.  It  was  further  argued  for  the  defendants 
that  the  contrac£  was  not  an  original  one,  that  upon  the 
failure  in  payment  of  the  first  note  a  second  was  given,  and 
and  upon  that  the  usury  is  charged.  The  evidence  is  the 
i*everse  of  that,  the  usury  is  charged  upon  the  first  note  given 
in  1867,  when  the  mortgages  were  released^  and  so  stated  in 
the  declaration.  The  evidence  in  support  of  the  plaintifT^ 
case  is  very  short  and  confined  to  certain  papers  produced  by 
him  as  furnished  by  the  defendants.  It  appears  the  plaintifT 
was  largely  indebted  previous  to  1867  to  the  defendants  and 
the  deceased  John  Duffua,  the  senior  paHner  c^  the  firm  of 
Duff  as  it  Co.,  by  mortgage  of  real  estate  to  the  said  John 
Duffxis,  as  collateral  security  for  debts  doe  the  firm  amounting 
to  S3700.  That  after  the  decease  of  the  senior  partner  a 
settlement  took  place  between  the  plaintifi  and  the  defendants, 
when  the  mortgage  security  was  released  and  the  sum  of 
S687,  part  of  the  debt,  given  up  to  the  plaintiff  and  a  pro- 
missory note  taken  from  him  and  his  surety  Geoi*ge  Patiermm^ 
for  the  balance.    The  note  is  that  refei  red  to  in  the  pleadings^ 

and  is  as  follows : — 

"  Haufax.  JITov-  so,  1867. 

"  One  year  after  date  for  value  received  we  jointly  and 
severally  promise  to  pay  Duffus  <t*  Co,  or  order  fourteen  hnn- 
dred  dollars  with  interest." 

It  is  important  to  observe  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  note 
to  show  it  is  tainted  with  usury ;  it  is  payable  with  interest^ 
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and  we  are  bound  to  conclude  legal  interest,  and  so  proved  by 
the  plaintiff.  He  says :  "  I  paid  on  the  note  $28  more  than 
six  per  cent  interest.  My  brother  took  up  the  note ;  up  to 
December,  1869, 1  paid  two  year's  interest,  and  two  per  cent, 
additional.  At  the  end  of  the  year  when  the  note  became 
due  (November,  1868,)  I  hanHed  Mr,  James  Dvuffus  a  cheque 
for  $84 ;  he  said  I  must  pay  seven  per  cent,  as  the  bank  was 
charging  that.  I  assented.  The  arrangement  made  with  him 
at  the  time  of  giving  the  note  was  to  pay  them  legal  interest, 
I  told  him  the  bank  rate  had  no  application  to  my  liability 
for  interest  in  respect  to  the  time  that  had  passed.  He  said 
there  is  no  use  in  multiplying  words,  you  must  pay  seven  per 
cent  or  find  the  money.  That  seven  per  cent.  I  did  pay  as 
the  receipt  shows.  The  receipt  is  dated  December  3rd,  1869, 
and  is  for  extending  $1400  for  one  year,  $28,  signed  Duff  as  Jk 
Co.  The  second  year  I  paid  six  per  cent:  and  two  per  cent, 
additional,  in- all  eight  per  d^nt  My  agreement  with  the 
defendants  was,  if,  after  the  note  given,  any  change  took  place 
in  the  assessment  law  pcrmittioig  a  higher  ratt^,  I  was  to  allow 
it,  in  the  event  of  the  note  not  being  paid  at  the  end  of  the 
year,  and  their  granting  an  extension  of  time  for  payment.  I 
knew  the  bank  was  getting  seven  per  cent,  and  I  got  the 
extension.  At  the  time  of  granting  extension  defendants 
charged  seven  per  cent  for  the  time  that  had  passed,  and  it 
was  paid.  Another  note  was  given  by  my  brother  to  take  up 
this  note ;  he  was  my  surety." 

Such,  then,  is  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  plaintiff,  and  it 
stands  uncontradicted,  as  no  evidence  was  produced  for  the 
the  defendants.  At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case  a  non-suit 
was  moved  for  on  the  ground  that  the  excess  of  interest  was 
not  taken  on  a  loan.  The  Judge  declined  to  non  suit  and  the 
jury  found  as  I  have  already  stated. 

The  first  point  taken  at  the  argument  b}*  the  counsel  for 
the  defendants  was  that  this  was  not  a  loan  of  money,  and 
the  excess  of  interest  taken  by  the  defendants  did  not  make 
them  liable  under  chapter  82  of  the  Revised  Statutes, — that 
the  act  had  no  relation  to  a  forbearance  or  giving  time  as 
statedin  the  declaration.  Upon  reference  to  the  act  it  will 
be  found  that  it  enacts  that  no  person  upon  any  contract  shall 
iaice  directly  or  indirectly  for  the  loan  of  moneys  or  goods 
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above  tho  rate  of  six  per  cent  per  annnm,  and  all  contracts 
whereby  a  greater  rate  of  interest  is  reserved  shall  be  void, 
and  all  persons  taking  or  receiving  upon  any  contract  or 
security  a  greater  rate  shall  forfeit  treble  the  valae  of  the 
moneyM  or  goods  in  such  contract  or  security  contracted  for  or 
secured.  The  law  is  confined  to  the  first  section  of  the  act, 
but  the  section  includes  three  distinct  parts  of  the  same 
subject,  and  the  cases  cited  for  the  defendants  more  particn* 
larly  refers  to  the  first  part  of  the  section.  That  no  person 
upon  any  contract  shall  take  directly  or  indirectly  for  the 
loan  of  luonej's  or  goods  above  the  rate  of  six  per  cenL  per 
annuni.  The  case  of  Floyer  v.  Edwards^  Cowper,  112, 
cited  for  defendants,  was  an  action  for  goods  sold,  &c.  The . 
defence  was  usury,  but  as  the  sale  was  bona  fide  it  was  held 
not  to  be  usurious.  Lord  Manafidd  said:  ''The  statute 
12  Ani\e^  chap.  16,  prohibits  anybody  from  taking  on  the  loan 
of  money  above  five  per  cent,  and  all  contracts,  for  any  loan 
of  money,  &c,  bearing  interest  above  five  per  cenL,  with  an 
agreement  for  principal  ana  interest  are  null  and  void.  Bnt 
with  regard  to.  principal  and  interest  in  case  the  agreement 
originally  for  the  payment  of  principal  be  legal,  and  the 
interest  does  not  exceed  the  legal  rate,  but  afterwards  on 
payment  being  forborne,  illegal  interest  is  demanded,  then  the 
agix^cment  by  retrospect  is  not  void,  but  the  parties  are  liable 
to  the  penalty  of  treble  value."  This  case  is  precisely  in 
point  with  tho  one  we  are  considering.  Here  the  note  from 
the  plaintiff  and  his  brother  to  the  defendants  was  for  a  legal 
debt,  and  the  interest  not  beyond  what  the  law  allows,  tberer 
fore  not  void,  but  upon  payment  of  the  note  being  forborne, 
the  taking  of  the  illegal  interest  by  the  defendants  made  them 
liable  to  the  penalty.  His  Lordship  further  said  if  the  sub- 
stance is  a  loan  of  money,  nothing  will  protect  the  taking 
of  more  than  five  per  cent,  and  though'  the  statute  mentions 
only  "  for  loan  of  moneys,  Jrc,"  yet  any  other  contrivance  if 
the  substance,  if  it  be  a  loan,  will  come  under  the  word 
indli'ectly.  Therefore  in  all  questions,  in  whatever  respect 
repugnant  to  the  statute,  we  must  get  at  ibe  nature  and  tab- 
stance  of  tlie  transaction;  the  view  of  the  parties  must  be 
ascei-tained  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  there  is  a  loan  and  bor^ 
rowing,  a^d  that  the  substance  was  to  borrow  on  the  one  part 
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and  to  lend  on  tbe  other,  and  where  the  real  truth  is  a  loan  of 
money,  the  \rit  of  man  cannot  find  a  shift  to  take  it  out  of 
the  statute.  FeiraU  v.  Sluun,  1  Saunders,  294.  A  bond 
good  when  made  is  not  void  by  a  subsequent  usurious 
contract,  but  the  obligee  is  therefore  subject  to  the  penalty  by 
the  latcer  clause  of  the  statute  12  Car.  11^  chap.  13.  This 
statute  and  12  Anne,  chap.  16,  are  the  same  in  their  provi- 
sions, with  the  exception  of  the  reduction  of  intei*est  from  rix 
per  cent  to  five.  In  Sir  T,  Raymond,  196,  Bex  v.  Allan, 
TroyecUiiy  J.,  took  a  difference  upon  the  two  clauses  in  the 
statute  of  12  Car.  II,,  sec  13,  which  is  confirmed  by  all  the 
authorities  ancient  and  modern,  that  if  the  lender  contracts 
for  greater  interest  than  the  statute  allows,  so  that  the  agree- 
ment is  corrupt  at  the  time  of  the  loan,  all  the  assurances  are 
void ;  but  if  he  contracts  for  no  more  than  the  statute  allows, 
but  might  afterwards,  that  is  upon  a  subsequent  agrement 
take  more,  the  assurances  are  not  void,  but  the  party  shall 
forfeit  treble  the  value ;  1  Mod.^  69 ;  1  Vent,  38 ;  and  here- 
with agree  the  following  cases:  1  Cooper,  114;  Fidier  v. 
Beaedey,  3  Wilson,  261 ;  Lloyd  v.  WUlianxB,  2  Black,  792 ; 
3  T.  R,  538,  9 ;  2  Mod.,  307.  In  order  to  constitute  usury 
within  the  meaning  of  12  Anne,  so  as  not  only  to  make  the 
assurance  void,  but  also  to  subject  the  party  to  the  penalty, 
there  must  be  both  an  usurious  contract  at  the  time  of  the 
loan,  and  an  usurious  taking  in  pursuance  of  it  of  money  or 
of  money's  worth.  Scott  v.  Bixet,  2  T.  R.,  241.  A  man  may 
subject  himself  to  the  penalty  of  the  statute,  and  let  the 
assurances  be  legal.  On  the  other  hand  the  assurances  may 
be  usurious,  may  be  void  by  the  statute,  and  yet  the  party 
may  not  be  suV ject  to  the  penalty  of  it,  for  if  a  man  contiucts 
for  more  interest  than  the  statute  allows,  and  afterwards  takes 
no  more  than  legal  interest,  the  contract  is  void,  but  the 
lender  will  not  be  subject  to  the  penalty.  Fischer  v.  Beoalry, 
Douglas,  236,  hence  it  follows,  and  it  has  so  been  deciiUMl, 
that  the  penalty  is  not  incurred  until  more  than  legal  interest 
is  actually  received.  Note  1  to  Fei-raU  v.  Shaen.  llic 
evidence  in  the  present  case  under  the  hands  of  the  defendants 
shows  that  more  than  legal  interest  was  received  by  them  for 
giving  time  for  one  year  to  the  plaintiff  on  his  note,  that  is 
from  November  30th,  1868,  to  Noveinher  30th  1869,  as  apiHiars 
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by  tlieir  receipt  of  December  3rcl,  1SC9,  an3  when  so  received, 
then,  and  not  initil  then,  they  became  liable  to  the  penalty. 
Lord  Conuuissioner  Eyre  in  Spurriers.  Mayass,  1  Ve8.,  531, 
defines  usury  to  be  taking  more  money  than  the  law  allows 
upon  a  loan,  or  for  forbearance  of  a  debt  If  this  definition  of 
the  Loitil  Commissioner  is  correct,  then  the  defence  fails,  for 
here  there  was  forbearance  of  a  debt,  and  for  that  forbearance 
moie  tiian  legfal  intei*est  was  received  by  the  dcfj;ndants.  The 
one  per  cent  above  legal  interest  here  taken  by  the  defendants, 
does  not  come  within  the  cases  where  country  bcanks  dre  per- 
mitted to  take  it  in  the  way  of  commission  for  their  trouble 
and  expense  in  discounting  bills  and  transmitting  moneys* 
Brooke  v.  MitldUfon,  1  Camp.,  445 ;  Hammett  et  al.  v.  Yea, 
1  R.  &  r^  144;  Auriol  v.  Thomas,  2  T.  R.,  52.  In  Wade 
V,  Wilfion,  1  East.,  195,  one  of  the  questions  raised  was,  "  Was 
the  transaction  a  loan  of  money  so  as  to  brini;  it  within  the 
statute  of  12  Anne  ?'  Tliere  one  Goulton,  being  indebted  to 
one  Fllntoft  .€000  on  bond,  and  FUntoft  tfr  Son  beinij  indebted 
to  defendant  in  £1200  on  promissory  note,  but  not  being  able 
to.]>ay  more  than  half  the  debt,  it  was  agreed  that  the 
defenflant  shonhl  assist  Goidton,  and  another  person  by  way 
of  surety  of  the  name  of  Yatea,  for  the  remaining  £600,  instead 
of  FUntoft,  the  defendant  saying  he  would  only  leml  Goulion 
the  money  for  one  year;  acconlingly  Gonlton  and  Yatefi  gave 
their  promissory  note  to  the  defendant  for  £G00  on  demand, 
with  interest  at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent;  at  the-  same  time 
tlw  defendant  received  from  Gonlton  ten  guineas  by  way  of 
pn'inium,  and  afterwards  legal  interest  £15  at  the  end  of  six 
nujnthsaml  £15  at  the  end  of  the  year.  The  eightli  count, 
upon  which  the  verdict  was  taken,  8tate<l  the  £600  to  be  a 
lonn  of  money  from  defendant  to  Goulton.  It  was  objected 
nt  the  trial  that  the  case  pix)ved  did  not  apply  to  the  count, 
that  there  was  no  loan  of  money  as  stated,  none  having  been 
paid  or  received  by  Gonlton,  and  that  the  making  himself  a 
debtor  instead  of  Flint f^ft,  and  giving  his  own  note  for  the 
m*»ncy  did  not  constitute  a  loan.  The  learned  Judge,  however, 
was  of  opinion  that  the  loan  to  Gonlton  was  sufficiently 
pnn-ed,  and  the  plaintiflT  had  a  verdict.  The  iiiling  of  the 
Judfc{i»  upon  argument  before  the  Court  was  upheld.  Lord 
Kemyvn,  C.  J.,  said  there  was  no  weight  in  the  objection,  that 


JULY,    1872,  69 

it  was  in  Bubstance  a  IcMin  of  money  from  defendant  to  OouUon^ 
although  the  ceremony  of  handing  the  money  from  one  to 
another  did  not  take  place,  but  the  loan  originally  advanced 
to  Flvntoft  was  by  agreement  transferred  to  Goxdton.  This 
case  in  many  respects  is  similar  to  that  under  consideration, — 
here  a  debt  was  due  to  the  late  firm  of  Duffus  Jk  Co.,  when, 
after  the  death  of  the  senior  partner,  the  plaintiff  found  him- 
lielf  unable  to  pay  it,  and  the  present  defendants  assuming 
the  debt  and  releasing  thtf  plaintiff  from  his  securities  to  the 
old  firm,  took  the  promissory  note  in  question  from  him  and 
his  surety  Oeorge  Patterson.  No  money  passed  between 
plaintiff  and  defendants  at  the  agreement  between  them 
because  the  transaction  did  not  make  it  necessary.  Never- 
theless in  substance  it  was  a  loan  of  money,  as  much  so  as  in 
the  case  of  Wade  v.  Wilson  and  Manners  v.  Poetan,  3  B.  &  P.» 
343.  There  the  plaintiff  being  indebted  to  one  ^anoe  in  the 
sum  of  £111  10a.  gave  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  secure  that 
sum,  and  Richard  Lowe  also  gave  hisnote  for  the  same  sum 
as  a  collateral  security ;  the  note  was  endorsed  by  Dance  to 
the  defendant,  who  took  more  than  legal  interest  upon  the 
note  from  Lowe.  A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
upon  argument  it  was  contended  that  ho  money  was  ever  lent 
by  Poetan  to  Lowe  as  averred  in  the  declaration,  for  that  the 
Qsarious  interest  was  taken  for  the  forbearance  of  £50  due 
upon  a  promissory  note  which  Lowe  had  given  as  a  collateral 
security  for  the  debt  of  a  third  party,  which  could  not  consti- 
tute a  loan  from  the  defendant  to  Zotiw.  But  the  Ck>urt 
thought  the  transaction  equivalent  to  a  loan  of  money,  and 
referred  to  Wade  v.  TTi/son,  1  East,  105.  In  Lowe  v.  J¥'aller, 
S  Doug.,  730,  action  on  bill  of  exchange,  defence  usury,  Lord 
Manefidd  said  the  only  question  in  cases  like  the  present  is, 
what  is  the  real  aubstanee  of  the  transaction,  not  what  ia  the 
colour  and  form,  and  His  Lotdsbig  in  substance  says  the  same 
thing  in  RichardB,  v.  Brotm,  Cowper,  770 ;  there  he  says : 
"The  substance  of  the  transaction  and  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  parties  alone  are  to  govern,  and  not  the  words 
used.  If  the  statute  was  intended  to  apply  to  cases  where  in 
fact  there  was  a  loan  of  money,  and  to  none  other,  it  would 
not  remedy  the  evil  it  was  intended  to  supply."  Suppose  in 
this  case  the  note  had  been  given  for  work  and  labor  performed 
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by  ihe  defendaDts  for  the  plaintiff,  and  when  it  became  due 
the  plaintiff  was  unable  to  take  it  up,  and  an  extension  of 
time  was  given  to  him  by  the  defendants  upon  his  paying 
them  one  per  cent,  over  legal  interest.  Here  there  would  be 
no  actual  loan  of  money,  that  is  no  money,  passed  from  hand 
to  hand  between  the  parties ;  yet  in  substance,  according  to 
the  authorities  I  have  referred  to,  it  would  be  equivalent  to  a 
loan  of  money,  and  the  defendants  would  be  liable  to  the 
penalty. 

Upon  the  objection  to  the  verdict  as  against  law  and 
evidence,  I  think  the  defendants  have  failed,  but  upon  the 
second  point,  misdirection,  I  have  had  some  difficulty  before  I 
could  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  case  should  not  go  to  a 
second  jury,  upon  the  question  of  fact  as  to  tJie  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  parties  as  respects  the  contract,  but  upon 
the  whole  I  consider  the  evidence  conclusive  upon  the  point, 
and  that  the  jury  could  not  find  otherwise  than  as  they  have. 
I  therefore  think  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  should  be  discharged 
with  costs. 

I  have  not  referred  to  the  Provincial  Act,  10  Oeo.  IIL, 
chap.  5,  notwithstanding  the  observations  of  the  learned  Judge 
who  tried  the  cause,  and  the  reference  to  it  at  the  ai^ument 
by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants.  The  act  was  repealed  by 
chapter  170,  Revised  Statutes^  1st  series,  section  9.  Broom's 
Maxima,  page  81,  says  it  has  long  been  established  that  when 
an  act  of  punishment  has  been  repealed  it  must  be  considered 
(except  as  to  transactions  past  and  closed)  as  if  it  never  had 
existed,  consequently  it  can  have  no  application  or  bearing 
upon  the  case  under  consideration. 

Chapter  82  is  silent  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  action 
is  to  be  brought  for  the  penalty.  But  chapter  1,  section  8,  of 
the  Revised  StattUes,  provides  that  where  a  penalty  shall  be 
imposed,  and  no  particular  mode  prescribed  for  the  recovery 
thereof,  the  same  may  be  recovered  in  the  name  of  any  person 
that  shall  sue  therefor,  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  like 
notice  as  if  it  was  a  private'  debt  due  such  person,  the  nature 
of  the  offence  being  briefly  stated  in  the  summons ;  and  where 
no  particular  mode  of  applying  any  penalty  shall  be  prescribed, 
the  same  shall  be  paid,  one-half  to  the  person  who  shall  have 
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sued  therefor,  and  the  other  half  to  the  Overseers  of  the  Poor 
for  the  place  where  the  offence  was  committed  for  the  use  of 
the  poor  thereof. 

YouKO,  C.  J. — ^This  is  the  first  instance  of  n  prosecution 
for  penalties  under  the  usury  laws  of  this  Province,  and  while 
the  preparation  of  the  judgment  was  assigned  to  Mr.  Justice 
Dodd,  who  has  just  delivered  it,  we  have  all  of  us  looked 
carefully  into  the  case,  and  on  account  both  of  its  importance 
and  its  novelty,  I  think  it  right  to  add  a  few  observations. 
The  law  on  this  subject  has  come  several  tim^  of  late  before 
this  Court,  and  in  the  case  of  Baras  v.  Strang,  in  Trinity  Term, 
1869, 1  delivered  a  judgment  (1  Nova  Scotia  Decisions.  450) 
in  which  I  traced.it  to  its  origin. 

The  law  of  this  Province  is  contained  in  the  first  section  of 
chapter  82,  Revised  Statutes,  second  series,  reprinted  in  the 
third  series,  fol.  741,  which  was  derived  from  the  old  Province 
law  of  1770,  to  be  found  in  the  first  volume,  fol.  160.  It  is 
almost  a  transcript  from  the  old  En^iek  statute,  12  Awie^ 
chapter  16,  which  was  founded  along  with  the  statute  of 
Charles  II,  on  the  21  James  /.,  and  this  statute  contained 
substantially  the  same  provisions  as  the  two  statutes  of 
Elizabeth  and  Henry  VIII.  This  epitome  I  take  from  Hayd 
v.  WiUiams,  3  Wils.,  250,  2  Bl.  Reps.,  702,  and  from  Bylea  on 
BillSf  edition  of  1866,  fol.  300,  who  observes  that  all  the  cases 
on  usury  since  13  Elizabeth  were  applicable  to  the  law  as  it 
stood  in  the  mother  country  before  the  entfre  aboUtion  of  the 
usury  laws  by  the  17  &  18  Victoria,  chapter  90,  in  the  year 
1854. 

Our  law,  then,  is  at  utter  variance  with  the  law  ot  EfiQ" 
land  as  it  has  been  gradually  modified  for  the  last  thirty-five 
and  has  existed  for  the  last  fifteen  years.  It  is  at  variance 
with  that  of  Canada,  where  the  usury  laws  have  also  been 
repealed,  and  with  the  laws  of  the  adjoining  Provinces,  and 
presents  a  strange  anomaly  and  inconsistency  with  itself. 
A  further  anonuily  arises  out  of  the  Dominion  Act,  3  Victoria, 
chap.  11,  sec  17,  exempting  the  banks  from  any  penalty  or 
forfeiture  for  usury,  and  permitting  them  to  exact  seven  per 
cent  when  the  mercantile  community  can  only  take  six. 
Our  interest  and  usury' laws  in  short  in  the  Dominion  are  in 
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a  very  confused  and  imperfect  state*  and  require  an  act  of 
\rise  and  comprehensive  legislation,  which  I  i*egret  to  find  it 
has  hitherto  been  found  impossible  to  carry.  In  the  mean- 
^vhile  we  are  bound  to  decide  the  cases  that  may  come  before 
us  on  the  law  as  it  is,  going  back  to  the  ancient  cases  which 
have  little  application  to  modem  times,  and  acting  upon 
principles,  the  wisdom  of  which  may  often  appear  to  us  more 
than  questionable. 

For  these  and  other  sufficient  reasons  I  am  by  no  means 
disposed  to  favor  defences  or  prosecutions  under  the  Usury 
law,  and  I  do  not  hesitate  to  avow  that  is  with  i*eiuctance 
that  I  find  myself  compelled  to  sustain  the  verdict  in  this 
case.  The  facts  lie  in  a  nutshell  and  are  'not  at  all  disputed. 
A  note  is  drawn  November  30th,  1867,  payable  in  one  year  with 
interest  Six  per  cent  interest  is  paid  upon  it  UTovemher  30th, 
1868,  as  endorsed,  and  the  note  is  suffered  to  lie  over.  On 
November  12th,  1869,  payment  is  demanded  of  the  principal 
sum  $1400,  with  $84  for  a  years  interest  due  November  30th, 
and  two  per  cent.  commia<iion  for  extending  it  The  interest 
is  paid  December  3rd,  1868,  and  $28  more,  being  as  expressed 
in  the  defendant's  receipt,  "  2%  extending  $1400  one  year,  $28/* 
On  December  2l8t,  1807,  a  few  days  after  the  date  of  the  note, 
the  Dominion  act  was  assented  to,  enabling  the  banks  to 
reserve  or  exact  seven  per  cent,  and  we  may  fairly  aasume 
from  what  appears  on  the  Judge's  notes,  arid  from  circum* 
stances  that  have  fallen  under  our  own  observation,  that  the 
two  per  cent  in  this  case  was  intended  to  represent  the 
difference  between  mercantile  and  bank  interest,  and  was  not 
considered  by  the  defendants,  whatever  it  may  have  been 
accounted  by  the  plaintiff,  as  either  usurious  or  oppt*essive. 
Still  I  have  no  doubt  it  was  against  the  law.  .  Our  old  act  of 
1770,  founded  on  the  UnglUJi  act  of  12  AnnCt  chapter  16,  and 
in  its  Very  words  declares,  "  That  no  person  or  persons  what* 
soever,  upon  any  contract  which  shall  be  made,  shall  take 
directly  or  indirectly  for  loan  of  any  moneys,  wares,  merchan* 
dize,  or  other  commodities  whatsoever,  above  six  poundn  for 
the  forbearance  of  one  hundred  pounds  for  a  year,**  and  so 
forth.  The  Revised  Statutea  declare  that  "  no  person  upon 
any  contract  shall  take,  dii'ectly  or  indirectly,  for  the  loan  of 
moneys  or  goods  above  th^  late  of  six  per  cent  per  annum/'— 
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the  rate  of  six  per  cent,  for  what  ?  for  the  f orlicarance  or 
giving  of  tliiie  for  a  year  of  £100.  If  it  does  not  mean  tliat 
it  means  nothing.  But  construing  the  revised  by  the  original 
statute,  and  looking  to  its  intent  and  object,  tliere  can  be  no 
doubt  of  the  meaning.  Besides  the  revised  statute  goes  on  to 
enact  that  "  all  contmcts  whereby  a  greater  rate  of  interest  is 
reserved,  that  is,  a  greater  rate  than  six  pounds  for  the  for* 
bearance  £100  for  a  year,  shall  be  void;  and  all  peiTons 
taking  or  receiving  upon  any  contract  or  security  a  greater 
rate  shall  forfeit  treble  the  value  of  the  moneys  or  gocxls  in 
such  contract  or  security  contracted  for  or  secured,"  l)cing  the 
same  forfeiture  imposed  by  the  English  acts  alretvly  refonod 
to,  from  the  37  Henry  VIIL,  chap.  9,  to  the  12  ilnnc,chap.  16. 

Nothing  was  said  at  the  trial  of  this  cause  nor  at  the 
argument  upon  the  several  counts  in  the  wnt.  I  have  some 
doubt  whether,  under  the  54th  section  of  our  Prcictice  Ad, 
chap.  134,  and  the  8th  section  of  chltpter  1,  the  Englisli  doc- 
trines apply.  But  supposing  they  do,  and  that  under  the 
cases,  2  Ad.  d;  El,  670 ;  4  New.  <t  Man.,  532 ;  1  Car.  Jk  Payne, 
534,  &c.,  exception  could  be  taken  to  some  of  the  counts,  the 
third  seems  unassailable,  and  under  the  practice  in  Archboldf 
463,  and  the  cases  there  cited,  the  plaintiff  may  move  the 
Court,  if  he  think  fit,  to  enter  the  verdict  and  judgment  upon 
«uch  of  the  counts  as  may  appear  upon  inquiry  to  be  good. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  the  plaintifl  entitled  to  our 
judgment 

JoHKSTONE,  E.  J. — The  act  for  which  the  defendants  are 
sought  to  be  charged  with  heavy  penalties  was  insigniticant 
as  to  its  amount,  and  in  its  nature,  in  view  of  the  course 
authorized  and.  adopted  by  the  banks,  it  was  f ix*e  from  the 
imputation  of  injustice  or  oppreasion,  and  it  appears  from  the 
evidence  that  the  defendants  had  previously  extended  to  the 
plaintiff  a  very  generous  consideration  in  the  remission  of  a 
considerable  part  of  the  large  debt  due  to  them.  We  ma}*, 
and  indeed  can  hardly  fail  to  regret  that  an  action  apparently 
so  har«)i  and  ungenerous  should  be  brought,  but  our  province 
is  to  administer  the  law,  and  I  reluctantly  concur  in  the 
opinion  that  the  rule  to  set  aside  the  verdict  must  be  dis* 
charged. 
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rr^MXTirr  hhmght  an  action  ji|;Unrt  defendants  to  feenver  an  amount  alk^cd  to  be  due 
liini  for  sleeiien  aoM  and  deliverod  by  blm  to  them.  A  verdict  was  found  In  hia  fliror,  bat 
there  «v-a»  ho  evKloncc  ef  any  amvcment  on  the  p»rt  of  plaintiff  to  »3ll  to  defendants,  or  of  the 
l.ittvr  to  ]iiirchase,  or  oi  any  dcHveiy  of  Koods  tu  defendanta  hy  plaintiff  for  and  on  his  omi 
accDUiit.    Tlic  verdict  n-as  acooidinply  set  aside. 

DesBarres,  J.,  now,  (July  16th,  1872,)  delivered  the 
juclgment  of  the  Court: — 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  from  the  defendants 
8845.30,  which  the  plaintiff  by  his  writ  and  bill  of  particulars 
claimed  to  be  due  to  him  for  goods  (lO^K)  railway  sleepers  or 
ties)  sold  and  delivered  by  him  to  the  defendants.  The 
defendants  pleaded  that  they  were  never  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  at  the  trial  had  at  Sydney,  C.  B.,  in  Jxine  term, 
1871,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  full 
amount  of  his  claim.  A  rule  nisi  was  gi-anted  to  set  the 
verdict  aside  on  the  ground  of  its  being  against  law  and 
evidence  and  the  charge  of  the  Judge.  The  case  was  ai^ed 
liefore  the  Court  at  the  last  January  term  and  judgment 
reserved,  not  because  of  any  difficulty  which  the  case  itself 
presented,  but  to  give  the  parties  really  interested  in  it  an 
opportunity  of  making  any  arrangement  to  prevent,  what 
seemed  very  probable,  further  litigation  on  the  subject  No 
arrangement  having  been  made  it  now  remains  for  the  Court 
to  dispose  of  this  case.  Having  carefully  considered  the 
evidence,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  action  was  misconceived 
and  will  not  lie  against  the  defendants,  in  the  name  of  and  at 
the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  there  being  no  evidence  of  any  agi'ee- 
ment,  express  or  implied,  at  any  time  made  by  or  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  to  sell,  and  none  by  or  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  to  purchase  the  goods  for  the  price  of  which 
thin  suit  was  brought,  and  no  proof  that  the  goods  were 
ever  delivered  by  plaintiff  to  the  defendants  for  and  on  his 
own  account  The  plaintiff  at  the  very  beginning  of  his 
examination  admits  that  Hugh  Rosa  came  to  him  in  1H70  and 
informed  him  that  he  had  engaged  to  get  3000  sleepers  for  tlie 
Company  for  which  he  offered  is.  per  doTsen.  That  he  at  the 
time  hesitated  in  making  an  engagement  with  Ross  to  supply 
the  sleepers,  fearing  he  could  not  get  them  for  the  price 


JULY,    1872.  65 

offered.    That  having  made  inquiry  he  wrote  to  Rosa,  statin^; 

that  the  sleepera  could  not  be  had.  at  the  price  otfered,  and  ou 

receiving  from  him  the  letter  of  the  4th  Fd)raary,  produced 

in  evidence,  offering  os.  per  dozen'  he  made  his  arrangements 

to  procu]*e,  and  agreed  to  supply  Ross  with  the  sleepers,  and 

afterwards  bargained  with  Captain  Mclnnis  to  convey  them 

in  his  vessel  f  i*om  the  places  of  shipment  to  the  South  Bar  of 

Sydney  harbor,  to  be  there   delivei*ed  to  the   defentlants. 

Captain  Mclnnis,  the  next  witness,  states  that  he  conveyed 

three  loads  of  sleepers  for  the  plaintiff  on  his  vessel,  which  he 

delivered  to  the  defendants,  and  received  from  the  plaintiff 

$70  on  account  of  his  freight,  and  a  further  sum  of  $20  from 

defendants,  under  the  order  of  Hu>gh  Ross  on  same  ikccount, 

thus  showing  that  the  contract  for  the  supply  of  the  sleepers 

was  made  by  the  plaintiff  with  Hugh  Ross,  and  not  with  the 

defendants,  who  are  consequently  i-esponsible  to  Ross  and  to 

him  alone  for  the  price. 

If  there  can  be  any  doubt  upon  the  subject  arising  out  of 

the  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  that  doubt  must  be  entirely 

removed  on  referring  to  the  evidence  adduced  on  the  defence, 

to  which  I  will  briefly  refer.    John  Lawson,  the  manager  of 

defendant  Company,  and  the  first  witne&s  called  on  their 

part;  says  ho  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  Rev.  Hiigh  Ross 

for  sleepers  for  the  use  of  defendants,  dated  24th  January^ 

\\S!0,  whereby  he  agreed  to  deliver  3000  spruce  and  juniper 

sleepers  of  the* dimensions  therein  specified,  at  the  South  Bar 

landing,  on  or  before  the  12  th  if  ay,  then  next,  at  fourteen 

cents  each.    That  ho  entered  into  no  contract  with  the  plaintitT, 

and  that  Ross's  son,  in  the  absence  of  and  acting  as  agent  of 

his  father,  who  was  in  England,  delivered  the  sleeperM  to  him. 

partly  at  the  South  Bar  and  at  other  places,  according  Ut 

arrangements  made  between  them.    That  plaintiff*  applied  to 

him  for  money,  and  with  the  consent  of  Walter  Ross,  the  son 

of  Hugh  Ross,  he  paid  him  $80,  telling  him  at  the  time  that 

he  ought  to  have  had  an  order  from  Ross  for  it.    Tlmt  on 

being  applied  to  for  money  a  second  time,  he  again  told  him 

the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  had  an  order  from  Ross,  ho  being 

the  person  he  had  to  deal  with,  and  not  him ;  (hat  having  no 

money  on  hand  he  requested  a  person  named  Fix(ser,  who  was 

present,  to  let  the  plaintiff  have  $A5  to  oblige  him,  which  he 
5# 
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did.  Thai  he  subsequently  paid  Eraser  this  sum  so  advanced 
to  the  plaintiff  under  the  instructions  of  Yf alter  Rosa  the  son 
xi'ho  afterwards  told  him  not  to  pay  plaintiff  any  more 
money.  The  Rev.  Hugh  Rosa,  the  pei3on  really  responsible, 
for  the  price  of  the  sleepcra,  was  the  next  witness  called  on 
the  defence.  He  admitted  having  entered  into  the  contract 
of  the  24th  January  with  defendants  to  bupply  sleepers,  and 
that  after  entering  into  the  contract  he  had  a  conversation  with 
2>laintifi,  and  told  him  he  had  taken  a  contract  from  Lawaon^ 
the  manager  of  the  Company,  and  asked  him  if  he  would  get 
the  sleepers.  That  plaintiff  told  him  he  was  not  sure,  but 
would  go  and  try  if  he  could  get  them.  That  the  sleepers 
were  not  delivered  to  him  personally,  but  be  understood  the 
plaintiff  had  delivered  them  to  the  Company  in  his  name. 
That  he  had  authorized  Captain  Mclnnis  by  an  order  of  I3tb 
Axtguat,  1870,  to  get  320  from  the  Company,  but  could  not 
say  that  he  had  ever  in.<(truct'ed  Latveon  the  manager,  or 
SiUfon  the  cashier  of  the  Company  to  pay  any  money  to  the 
plaintiff.  Joseph  Sutton,  the  cashier  of  the  Company,  says 
he  made  seveml  payments  on  a  contract  which  he  believed  to 
have  been  made  between  Lawson  the  manager  and  Ross,  and 
that  the  account  of  the  sleepers,  Jbc,  was  kept  with  Hugh 
Ross.  Waiter  Ross,  the  son  of  Rev.  Hugh  Rf^sa,  states  that  the 
sleepers  were  delivered  by  him  to  the  defendants  for  his 
father,  which  the  plaintiff  had  got  from  different  persons  for 
his  father.  That  he  was  acting  for  and  under  his  father's 
authority  with  i*egard  to  the  sleepers,  and  while  so  acting 
authorized  Laivson  the  manager  of  the  Company  to  pay 
money  to  the  plaintifi,  and  that  he  as  such  agent  had  himself 
received  money  on  account  of  the  sleepers. 

Taking  the  whole  of  the  evidence  together,  and  considering 
it  with  every  dispoisition  to  sustain  the  verdict,  if  any  evidence 
can  lie  found  on  which  it  can  be  upheld,  we  think  it  mnst  be 
set  aside,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  only  remedy  is  against  the 
Rev.  Hugh  Roas,  with  whom  he  contracted,  and  on  whose 
account  he  agreed  to  deliver,  and  did  deliver,  to  the  defendants 
the  quantity  of  sleepers  charged  in  the  particulars  of  his 
claim,  which  the  jur}'  have  found  to  be  justly  due,  and  ought, 
as  we  think,  long  since  to  have  been  paid.  The  rule  must 
therefore  be  made  absolute  with  costs. 
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1>inm>Am  bvOt atlont  will  batnrMii  bla  tand  mmI  thtl  vf  tiM  pMntlfl,  of  whioh.  thne 
fc«(  ai  tlM  totltm  ftiid  om  foot  nine  lachM  at  (bt  top  won  on  pialotUTi  proper^.  At  tbo 
tlmo  the  wult  «M  erected  pUinilff  nJd  to  daf«Ddaiit*t  balldor :  *'  You're  bvtldlnf  on  my 
Imd ;"  be  goM,  ittrtber,  tbat  be  bed  no  objeotlon,  bat  '*  I  eeatton  7<ea  tb»t  iu  tbe  ceie  of  my 
eeUlnir  tbe  pnrebMer  may  pat  yoa  to  troable.** 

Held,  tbet  tbie  wee  qaelifled  Reeiiet  jaiti^ng  ibe  weetkm  of  tbe  well  but  golog  no 
fWtber. 

Johnstons,  E.  J.,  now,  July  16th,  1872.)  delivered  the 
Judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows  :— 

The  plaintiff  and  defendant  owned  lots  near  Fre8hwate>i* 
adjoining  each  other,  that  of  the  plaintiff  lying  on  the  shore 
o£  the  harbour  between  the  defendant's  lot  and  the  sea.  The 
trespass  complained  of  is  a  wall  erected  by  the  defendant  in 
the  rear  of  his  lot,  the  foundation  of  which  is  laid  about  three 
feet  on  the  plaintiff's  land,  butting  or  inclining  towards  the 
defendant's  property.  Had  the  wall  been  continued  on  the 
same  inclination  about  fifteen  inches  more  it  would  have 
reached  the  true  line  between  the  properties  of  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  Instead  of  this  its  top  presents  aflatsuiface  on  which 
«  wooden  fence  is  erected  on  that  line,  leaving  about  one-fourth 
of  the  wall  at  the  top  on  the  plain  tiff  *s  land  as  well  as  the 
wooden  fence,  the  encroachment  being  the  part  of  the  wall 
about  eleven  feet  high,  built  on  both  properties,  of  which 
three  feet  at  the  bottom,  and  about  one  foot  or  nine  inches 
on  the  top,  are  on  the  plaintiff's  property. 

The  pleas  are  denial, — licence  simply, — ^licence  and  th^, 
expenditure  of  money  on  the  work  on  the  faith  of  the  licenses 
— a  licence  that  part  of  the  wall  should  be  placed  on  plaintiff*, 
land,  and  expenditure  of  money  on  the  faith  of  the  licence 
There  is  a  plea  on  equitable  grounds,  alleging  the  wall  to  be 
on  the  division  line,  and  the  erection  and  expenditure  to  hav^ 
been  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
pleas  of  licence  were  true,  except  the  last,  wherein  it  asseiis 
th«  wall  to  have  been  put  on  the  line,  but  they  do  not  convey 
the  whole  troth.  There  was  a  licence,  but  it  was  qualified. 
This  is  undeniably  established,  being  proved  by  the  defendant's 
own  builder,  who  sets  up  the  licence,  John  Marven.  He 
says :  "  I  acted  for  defendant  in  building  the  wall ;  I  conversed 
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with  plaintiff;  he  said,  *  You're  building  on  ray  land  ;'  he  said 
he  had  no  objection,  but  in  the  event  of  selling,  the  purchaser 
might  object ;  'I  caution  you  in  case  of  my  'selling  that  the 
purchaser  may  put  you  to  trouble ;'  what  occurred  between 
JHesdein  and  Tapper  was  mentioned  as  illustrating  what 
might  happen ;  I  think  I  said  if  you'll  give  us  pennission  I'll 
run  the  risk."  In  cross-examination  the  witness  added:  *'I 
might  have  said  as  part  of  the  conversation  that  the  wall  if 
erected  could  be  taken  down."  There  was  an  attempt  to  prove 
revocation,  which  I  think  failed.  A  verdict  was  given  for  the 
defendant  under  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge. 

The  verdict  is  right  as  far  as  the  presentation  is  concerned 
because  the  licence,  qualified  as  it  was,  justified  the  erection  of 
the  wall,  but  the  licence  goes  no  further;  and  as  iPar  as 
any  of  the  pleas  could  be  construed  into  a  licence  that  either 
at  law  or  in  equity  would  justify  a  claim  for  a  permanent  and 
indefeasible  lien,  they  would  lead  to  a  conclusion  not  war- 
ranted by  the  evidence.  But  the  pleas  as  they  stand  are 
pertinent  to  the  present  case,  and  we  must  treat  the  verdict 
as  giving  effect  to  them  only  as  far  as  they  apply  to  the 
present  case.  If  they  seem  to  go  farther  we  have  no  means 
or  authority  to  consider  them  in  that  aspect,  or  in  any  other, 
that  Tvhich  limits  them  to  this  particular  action.  The  rule 
niai  for  a  new  trial  must  be  discharged  and  judgment  entered 
for  the  defendant  on  the  second,  third  and  filth  pleas  of 
licence. 

The  evidence  given  for  him,  which  we  must  consider  the 
jury  to  have  adopted,  established  a  licence  that  covered  the 
plaintiffs  complaint,  "  that  the  defendant  built  on  his  dose  a 
stone  wall  znd  fence  that  encambered  the  close  and  prevented 
plaintiffs  enjoyment  of  it"  Should  any  controversy  arise 
hereafter  in  respect  of  a  claim  made  by  defendant  or  any 
claiming  under  him  to  continue  the  encumbrance,  that  will 
have  to  be  determined  by  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  licence 
proved  by  the  defendant. 

In  order  to  perpetuate  as  far  as  possible  that  evidence,  we 
direct  that  the  original  minutes  of  the  Judge  who  tried  this 
eanse,  and  this  decision,  be  filed  together  with  the  reoord. 
The  defendant  is  to  have  the  costs  of  the  atgument. 


AUGUST,   1S71  fl» 

KOSS  £T  AL.  V.  McKENZIE. 

IVkm  A  ooDvmtlOMl  Hnt  ii  eitabUfliad  It  eondadat  IIm  putlM  to  It 

WiLKlNS,  J.,  now,  (August  5th,  1872,)  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court : — 

We  have  considered  this  case  since  the  argument  and  have 
eeen  no  reason  to  change  the  opinions  we  intimated  at  the 
•close  of  it 

A  conventional  line  which,  if  established,  concluded  the 
question,  was  prpved  by  evidence  of  the  most  satisfactory 
ehaiacter.  If  any  doubt  or  contention  between  the  parties 
affected  by  it  was  raised  after  it  was  previously  adjusted,  it 
was  re-established  and  confirmed  by  the  arbitration  and  its 
result  The  amendment  asked  for  by  Afr.  Oldright  and  refused 
by  the  Judge,  if  allowed,  would  not  have  made  the  position  of 
the  defendant  more  favorable  to  him  than  it  was  under  the 
evidence  received.  The  whole  matter  of  the  equitable  plea 
was  fully  considered  and  decided  by  the  jury  against  the 
defendant.  One  of  the  contentions  made  by  his  counsel  at  the 
ailment  was  that  there  was  a  question  of  possession  which 
was  not  and  should  have  been  put  to  the  jury.  We  are  unable 
to  discover  anything  in  the  evidence  to  raise  that  question, 
nor  is  it  reported  that  the  Judge  at  the  trial  was  asked  to 
aubmit  it  if  there  had  been  any  ground  for  it.  As  to  the 
eubordinate  points  of :  1st,  no  proof  of  guardianship,  and  2nd« 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  tenants  in  common,  and  that  there  is 
proof  of  other  tenant  not  joined.  The  first  of  these  is  an 
objection '  too  clearly  untenable  for  argument  As  to  the 
aecond,  the  case  from  1  Exchequer  gives  no  support  to  it,  for 
the  only  proof  on  the  point  given  by  the  witness  McLean  is, 
**  Old  McLean  had  eight  children  I  have  been  told,  three  only 
have  I  seen.'*  The  necessary  facts  to  give  application  to  the 
Authority  cited  are  wanting.  The  rule  must  be  discharged 
with  costs. 
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CARR  V.   CARET  et  al. 

DiTBCDAXT  Mooptod  ft  bill  of  wle  and  rtceived  delirery  ol  a  hoiw,  ourt  and  harneta  fron 
MeC.  to  aeeura  adranoaa  nada,  on  tha  faith  of  rapraaontatiotta  by  both  phdntUI  and  UcC.  that 
tha  propartj  waa  that  of  McG.  and  that  plaintiff  had  no  daloA  to  tt. 

Held,  that  dafaudaiit  had  a  right  to  retain  tha  pniparty,  at  all  artnta  until  ha  wu  paid. 

TauNO,  C.  J.,  now,  (August  5th,  1872,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  vei'dict  for  the  defendants  in  this 
ca^e  should  be  upheld.  The  bill  of  sale,  ante-<lated  August 
12th,  left  at  the  Registry  October  11th,  but  not  executed  by 
Carr,  if  executed  at  all,  till  October  12tb,  1869,  was  properly 
rejected  by  the  Judge.  The  mare,  &c.,  being  in  the  poNsession 
of  AfcCoi*mick,  dealing  with  them  as  bis  own,  we  have  to  look 
to  the  parol  evidence  for  the  terms  on  which  he  held  them. 
The  plaintiff  says  they  were  a  gift  upon  conditions.  AtcCormick, 
who  was  his  son-in-law,  was  to  have  the  mare  as  long  as  he 
behaved  himself.  He  had  authority  to  do  what  he  liked  with 
the  property  while  he  took  care  of  it ;  he  got  it  to  make  his 
living.  Day  confirms  this.  McCormick  was  not  to  sell,  swap 
or  give  away.  He  was  to  have  the  property  as  long  as  he 
conducted  himself  in  a  proper  way.  Witness  told  McCoiifiiick 
by  plaintifTs  directions  to  take  care  of  himself  and  keep  sober, 
or  he  would  take  the  horse  away  from  him.  Were  this  evidence 
uncontradicted,  there  might  l»e  a  case  for  tbe  plaintiff,  though 
of  a  vague  and  suspicious  sort,  but  it  is  contradicted,  and  in  the 
most  effective  way,  by  the  plaintiff  himself.  McOorviick^s 
evidence  I  put  out  pf  the  case  altogether;  he  is  utterly 
unworthy  of  credit,  having  deceived  and  lied  to  both  parties. 
The  plaintiff  on  his  cross-examination  says :  "  I  stated  at  the 
Police  Office  that  I  had  no  call  to  the  mare,  truck  or  harness, 
that  I  had  given  the  mare  to  McCo^^inick  to  make  his  living. 
I  had  at  that  time  no  claim  to  thef  mare.  I  stated  that  the 
mare,  truck  and  harness  were  MeCormick*^**  Cai^  says:  "  I 
was  at  the  City  CouH  when  McCormick  and  Can*  were 
examined ;  Carr  was  asked  who  was  the  owner  of  the  horse, 
cart  and  harness ;  he  said  they  were  the  property  of  McC'ormich 
and  he  had  no  claim  to  them.*'  And  again :  "  I  took  the  bill 
of  sale  on  the  oath  of  McCormick  and  Carr  before  the  City 
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Court,  that  the  property  belonged  to  McConnick**  The  other 
witnesses  concur  in  this,  and  Carey  having  accepted  a  bill  of 
sale  from  McCormick,  and  made  advances  ito  him  on  the,  faith 
of  these  repi'esentations,  his  bill  of  sale  having  been  duly 
loilgcd  at  the  Registry,  and  the  property  in  his  possession  by 
delivery  from  ilcCormick,  I  think  he  had  a  right  to  retain  it, 
At  all  events  till  be  was  paid,  and,  the  facts  having  been  fairly 
left  to  die  jury,  that  their  verdict  should  not  be  disturbed. 
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An  t«lgBni«it<if  *  dtM  under  chapter  124  RevU*d  Statnte*  (3nl  Series)  eectlons  03  and  05 
mij  be  nmde  hj  pent  ei  well  ai  by  deed. 

Soeh  40  OMiganent  ii  not  bed  beceuee  of  a.rceuUinjr  tniat  iu  favor  of  tho  aeeltfiior,  or  If 
nede  for  the  Uideuiiilty  of  the  aeeicDee  without  on  aotiul  advance. 

Where  the  Act  reqnhwd  nottoe  of  an  anaiKnment  to  bo  "  eerved  on  the  part)*  to  be  ■iied 
or  loft  at  hie  last  place  of  abode.** 

IMd^  where  the  debtor  wan  an  attomo)',  that  a  notice  sened  up^n  him  bj  Icavln;;  It  at 
hie  oOloe  liietead  of,  in  the  w«inle  of  the  Act,  *'  at  his  lost  pUce  of  abode  '*  «-a«  within  the 
spirit  of  the  Act. 

TouNO,  C.  J.,  now,  (August  3th,  1872),  delivered  judgment 
as  follows : — 

This  action  was  tried  in  October  last,  at  Halifax,  bt^fcire 
Mr.  Justice  Wilkina^  who  instructed  the  jury,  after  answering 
certain  questions  submitted  to  them,  to  tind  for  the  plaintitt', 
which  they  did,  in  the  sum  of  £120. 

Thonia^  Webb,  having  been  anested  on  a  criminal  chaige, 
and  a  sum  of  $150  l>elonging  to  him  being  in  defendant's 
hands,  applied  to  the  plaintiti  to  becou^e  his  bail,  which  he 
agreed  to  do  on  i*eceiving  an  indemnity.  Webb  thci-eupon 
made  the  following  assignment  to  the  plaintiff: — 

Halifax,  7th  October,  1S70, 

For  value  received,  I  hereby  assign,  transfer  and  set  over 

unto  Jeremiah  O'Connor,  his  exccutora,  administi-ator-s  and 

assigns,  all  moneys  belonging  to  me  or  to  which  I  have  or 

shall  have  any  «right  or  claim,  in  tho  possession  of  Joseph  If, 

Weeks,  Esquire. 

(Sfid.)       Thomas  Webb.    (L.  S.) 
Witness : 

(Sgd.)       Joseph  Coombes. 
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And  on  the  same  day  the  following  notice  was  served  at 
defendant's  office : — 

Halifax^Octohe^^rth,  1870. 

Dear  Sir, — Please  take  notice  that  Thomas  WebbhM  this 

day  duly  assigned  to  me  all  moneys  in  your  hands  belonging 

to  Mi\  Wehl).    I  shall  be  happy  to  shew  you  the  assignment 

at  any  time. 

Yours,  &a, 

(Sgd.)       Jeremiah  O'Connor. 
J.  H.  Weeks,  Esq. 

Plaintiff  thereupon  engaged  Mr,  f^oombes,  in  the  absence 
of  defendant,  who  had  gone  to  Kew  Brunswick,  to  defend 
Webb^  who  was  sometime  after  tried  and  acquitted,  and  the 
bail  consequently  di-schnrgcd.  The  defendant  having  done 
other  business  for  Webb  just  bcfoi-e  he  left  for  Kew 
ltyttii8widt\  gave  him  a  receipt  which,  as  Webb  contended, 
was  a  full  discharge  according  to  its  terms.  After  the 
acquittal  plaintiff  and  Wdjb  went  together  to  make  a  settle- 
ment witb  defendant,  who  had  seen  the  assignment,  and 
offered  him  their  joint  receipt,  which  he  would  not  accept ; 
and  this  action  was  brouglit  by  the  plaintiff,  the  expense  and 
liability  of  employing  counsel,  and  some  recompense  being 
his  own  clain\,  and  the  balance  to  be  handed  over  to  Webb. 

TTiitlor  these  circumstance  one  would  think  thei*o  would 

lie  little  need  for  an  action.     It  is  admitted  that  defendant 

rot'oivod   the  SI 50.     His  account  against   WeW  for  services 

niij^^ht  have  been  at  once  rendereil  and  adjusted,  and   the 

Italance  paid  to  (yConuor  aih\  Webb  on  the  joint  receipt  that 

was  tendiTed.    In  place  of  this  simple  and  easy  adjustment^ 

our  attention  was  invited  at  the  argument  to  the  right  of  the 

pinintirt*  to  sue  as  assignee  under  the  Equity  Ad,  sections  (>3 

and  6"),  an<1  to  the  etlect  of  the  questions  submitted  to  and 

answered  by  the  jury.     The  alwjve  and  kindred  sections  of 

chnpter  124,  Revised  Stditfes,  only  import  into  the  common 

law  side  of  this  couit  certain  equity  doctrines  which  it  was 

thought  convenient  to  bring  here,  and  which  are  to  receive  a 

lilieral  coiistniction,  so  as  not  to  defeat  the  en<I  thev  are 

obvioui^ly  iutcndeil  to  serve.    It  was  a  point  made  at  the  trial 

that  the  asKignmcnt  when  executeil,  had  no  seal  to  it.    The 
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jury,  as  we  have  seen,  found  that  it  had,  but  it  is  a  matter  of 

perfect  indifference  whether  it  had  or  not.    In  Equity,  and 

equally  as  I '  take  it  at  cdmmon  law  in  construeing   this 

chapter,  an  assignment  of  a  debt  may  be  made  by  parol  as 

well  as  by  deed ;  Stoi^f's  Equity  Jurinpimdence,  sec.  1047, 

citing  Heath  v.  Hall,'  4  Taunt.,  326.    Then  it  was  said  that 

an  assignment  was  bad,  if  there  was  a  resulting  trust  for  the 

assignor.    Or  if  it  was  made  for  the  indemnity  of  the  assignee 

without  an  actual  advance,  or  if  the  notice  to  the  debtor  did 

not  state  the  right  of  the  assignee,  as  required  by  the  65th 

section,  and  specify  his  demand  thereunder.    We  find  no  such 

limitations  in  Equity,  and  it  is  difficult  to  find  any  reasons 

for  them.    Whv  should  not  a  creditor  to  whom  £100  is  due 

assign  that  amount  to  another  to  whom  he  owes  £50,  first  of 

all  to  pay  himself  and  then  to  account  for  and  pay  the  balance 

to  the  assignor.    Or  if  the  creditor  desires  another  to  become 

his  surety  or  his  bail,  why  should  he  not  assign  that  £100  as 

an  indemnity.    The  notice  in  this  case  declared  that  all  of 

WehVs  money  in  defendant's  hands — that  is,  WebVs  entire 

interest  in  the  chose  in  action — ^had  been  assigned  to  the 

plaintiff*,  and  the  appropriation  or  disposition  of  the  money 

as  between  the  plaintiff  and  Webb  was  a  matter  with  which 

the  defendant  had  nothing  in  the  world  to  do.    The  object  of 

the  notice,  as  in  Equity,  was  to  prevent  the  debtor  from 

Paying  over  the  money  to  the  assignor,  who  cannot  revoke 

his  appropriation  after  the  assignee  has  acquired  an  interest 

or  incurred   a  liability,    "The  as.srgnment  of  a  debt,  says 

Stoi^,  sec.  1057,  does  not,  in  Equity,  require  the  a-ssent  even 

in  any  manner,  of  -the  debtor  thereto;  though  to  make  it 

eflfectual  for  all  purposes,  it  may  be  important  to  give  notice 

of  the  assignment  to  him,  since  until  notice,  he  is  not  afifected 

with  the  trust  created  thereby,  and  the  rights  of  third  persons 

may  intervene  to  the  prejudice  of  the  assignee." 

I  have  looked  at  the  leading  cases  establishing  these 
principles,  which  are  well  settled,  and  so  far  as  the  case  of 
Ward  v.  McDonald,  Thomson's  Reps.,  422,  may  be  supposed 
to  be  in  conflict  with  them,  I  cannot  assent  to  it.  It  is  to  be 
noticed,  however,  that  it  is  diitinguishable  from  the  present, 
as  the  assignment  on  the  face  of  it  conveyed  WelVs  entire 
interest  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  entire  int^est  might  have 
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been  required  to  cover  the  plaintift's  liability  had  Wehh  been 
convicted.  Wehb  was  not  worthy,  it  would  seem,  of  the 
confidence  of  either  party.  He  repudiated  plaintiff's  right  to 
the  defendant,  and  then  authorized  or  concurred  in  the  action 
and  made  an  affidavit  to  aid  in  setting  aside  defendant's  pleas. 
Had  he  been  at  the  trial  he  might  possibly  have  been  obliged 
to  confess  a  further  liability  to  the  defendant,  and  the  jury, 
in  all  probability,  and  this  Court,  would  willingly  have 
protected  him.  It  is  possible  that  the  receipt  of  1st  October^ 
1870,  should  have  a  limited  opemtion.  As  it  stands,  the  jury 
have  held  it  conclusive — thev  have  allowed  the  defendant  S*'0 
for  services  and  money  paid,  and  we  do  not  see  on  what 
principle  it  is  possible  for  us  to  disturb  the  verdict. 

DoDD,  J. — This  cause  came  before  the  Court  under  a  rule 
taken  under  the  statute  to  set  aside  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  cause  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  WiVcmi  at  the  sitting 
9X  Halifax  in  October,  1871.  The  action  was  to  recover  a 
sum  of  money  due  by  the  defendant  to  ThomoLS  Webh,  and  by 
him  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  by  an  assignment  duly  executed 
under  seal  dated  7th  October,  1 870,  as  follows ;  "  For  value 
received  I  hereby  assign,  transfer,  and  se(  over  nuU)  Jeremiah 
0* Connor,  his  executora,  administrators  and  assigns,  all  moneys 
belonging  to  me,  or  to  which  I  have  or  shall  have  any  right 
or  claim  in  the  possession  of  Joseph  Weeka,  Esq"  Of  this 
assignment  a  notice  was  given  to  Mr.  Weeks,  by  leaving  it  at 
his  office  on  the  day  it  beai-s  date,  the  7th  October,  and  this  the 
jury  have  found,  it  having  been  distinctly  put  to  them  in  the 
shape  of  a  question  by  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause* 
The  jury  also  found  that  the  seal  was  attached  to  the  assign- 
ment at  its  execution,  and  upon  that  day  there  was  nothing 
due  by  WeVb  to  the  defendant  for  professional  services,  and  a 
general  verdict  for  the  defendant  for  the  plaintiff  for  S120. 

The  jury  by  their  finding,  so  far  as  the  facts  of  the  case 
are  important  to  the  plaintiff  retaining  his  verdict,  have  settled 
it,  provided  the  evidence  in  the  cause  justified  such  finding. 
The  rule  for  the  new  trial  is  general,  and  allows  the  defendant 
to  take  any  objections,  either  of  law  or  fact,  against  the 
verdict.  Thft  first  objection  taken  at  the  argument  was  that 
tliere   was       difference   between   the    assignment  and    the 
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record,  but  as  that  objection  was  not  tak^n  at  the  trial,  it 
cannot  prevail  naw.  If  taken  at  the  trial,  and  there  was  any- 
thing in  itk  the  Judge  on  application  would  have  ordered  an 
amendment  Secondly,  that  the  mode  of  assignment  under 
the  statute  was  insufficient  Upon  turning  to  the  statute 
it  will  be  found  that  no  precise  words  are  required. 
The  sixty-fifth  section  of  the  act  requires,  a  notice  in 
writing  signed  by  the  assignee  or  his  agent  or  attorney,  stating 
the  right  of  the  assignee  and  specifying  his  demand  there* 
under,  and  to  be  served  on  the  party  to  be  sued,  or  left  at  his 
last  place  of  abode,  at  least  fourteen  days  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action. 

The  action  here  was  commenced  on  the  15th  Ifovemher, 
and  the  notice  of  assignment  left  at  the  office  of  the  defendant, 
who  is  an  attorney  of  this  Court,  on  the  7th  October^  much 
beyond  the  fourteen  days  required  by  the  act  The  notice  in 
itself  states  the  right,  and  specifies  the  demand  of  the  assignee. 
Tb^  language  of  the  notice'  is:  '* Please  take  notice  that 
Thomas  Webb  has  this  day  duly  assigned  to  me  all  moneys  in 
your  hands  belonging  to  Mvh,  Webb,  I  shall  be  happy  to 
show  you  the  assignment  at  any  time  ;**  ugned  by  the  assignee. 
The  demand  of  the  plaintiff  is  all  the  moneys  in  the  hands  of 
the  defendant  belonging  to  Webb,  and  his  right  to  i*ecover 
.them  is  the  assignment  referred  to  in  the  notice.  I  therefore 
think  the  notice  given  adequate  and  in  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  65th  section  of  the  act 

Third  objection;  service  of  notice  at  the  office  of  the 
defendant  was  not  what  the  act  recpiires.  It  must  bo  either 
personal  or  at  his  last  place  of  aboilo.  Although  this  niotle  is 
prescribed  by  the  act,  it  appears  reasonable  that  if  it  is  effected 
in  any  other  manner  ho  as  to  bring  it  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
defendant,  the  statute  is  substantially  satisfied.  An  attorney's 
office  is  as  likely  a  place  for  a  notice  left  there  coming  to  his 
hands  as  if  left  at  his  place  of  abode.  The  defendant  shows 
that  the  notice  never  came  to  his  hands  and  that  he  nevor 
heard  of  it,  until  an  affidavit  was  made  in  Court  on  the  17th 
Jamuivy,  1871.  It  Ls  proved,  however,  that  the  notice  was 
left  at  his  office.  He  says  ho  was  away  on  the  7th  or  8th 
October;  was  obliged  to  go  to  New  Brunswick;  was  aUont  a 
^  week ;  that  about  a  day  or  two  after  he  got  home  O'Connor 
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came  to  his  office  with  the  assignment  and  showed  it  to  him ; 
said  he  wanted  that  money  of  WeWs ;  took  out  of  his  pocket 
a  paper  that  had  no  seal  to  it ;  he,  the  defendant,  received  it, 
and  said  most  decidedly,  "  I  do  not  intend  to  pay  it.'*  This 
could  not  be  later  than  the  20th  October,  and  then  he  became 
acquainted  with  the  fact  of  the  assignment  and  repudiated  it, 
not  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  not  received  a  previous 
notice,  which  as  a  lawyer  he  must  have  known,  and  could  not 
be  compelled  to  pay  the  money  until  he  had  received  it. 

After  much  consideration  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  notice  served  upon  an  attorney  at  his  office  instead  of 
service  in  the  words  of  the  act,  at  his  last  place  of  abode,  is 
within  the  spirit  of  the  act  After  so  determining  there  is 
very  little  more  to  decide.  The  question  of  misdirection  on 
the  part  of  the  learned  Judge,  in  drawing  the  attention  of  the 
jury  to  the  fact  of  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  of  the 
assignment,  and  his  having  served  it  in  his  office,  becomes 
unimportant  now  that  we  have  concluded  that  the  notice  left 
at  the  office  was  sufficient  Admitting  it  was  a  misdirection, 
which  I  am  not  prepared  to  admit,  as  it  was  part  of  the 
evidence  in  the  cause,  coming  from  defendant  himself,  and 
having  from  the  manner  it  was  referrad  to  by  the  learned 
Judge  no  further  bearing  than  that  the  defendant  had  know- 
ledge of  the  assignment,  but  not  that  he  had  notice  of  the 
assignment  as  directed  by  the  statute.  ,  The  defendant  has 
admitted  the  receipt  of  money  from  Tfebb,  amounting  to  3150, 
and  that  there  was  a  balance  of  that  amount  still  due  to  Wthh 

I 

at  the  date  of  the  assignment  The  whole  case  was  before  the 
jury,  and  they  herein  reduced  the  sum  of  $1  SO  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  defendant  by  Welib  for  such  charges  as  he  proved 
himself  entitled  to  for  services  performed  by  hitn  for  WM> 
previous  to  notice  of  assignment;  but  if  he  has  suffered 
injustice  in  this  respect  he  has  brought  it  on  himself  by  not 
producing  his  books  at  the  trial  uiider  the  notice  ho  had 
received  for  that  purpose;  Their  non-production  may  have 
influenced  the  jury  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  if  they 
had  been  produced,  they  might  have  shewn  a  more  favourable 
state  of  the  aocotint  between  him  and  Webh  than  he  was 
disposed  to  admit  by  his  evidence.  Upon  the  whole  we  think 
the  rule  for  a  new  trial  should  be  discharged  with  costs. 
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WiRXi  a  stock  broker  sells  shares  on  hb  own  aeoount  ind  bo  t  In  the  ordinary  coarse  cf 
business  to  a  customer  with  wbon  he  has  had  preiious  deattagf  as  a  broker,  and  who  umy, 
IheroCore,  rely  on  his  Judpuent.  It  Is  his  4uty  to  coamiuoleate  the  flMt  to  the  purchaser. 
Hie  abeenoe  of  sueh  a  oommunlcatlon  Is  suffldent  ground  to  set  aside  a  verdkt. 

WiLKiNS,  J.,  now,  (August  5th,  1872,).  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court : — 

The  writ  in  this  cause,  which  was  tried  before  his  lordship 
the  Chief  Justice,  and  in  which  the  jury  found  for  the  defend- 
BJxt,  contains,  yirs^.  a  count  founded  on  an  alleged  employment 
by  plaintiff  of  defendant,  being  a  stock  and  share  broker,  to 
purchase  stock  as  therein  alleged,;  sectrndly,  the  common  counts 
in  assumpsit.  The  defendant  pleaded,  to  the  whole  writ,  firaU 
"never  indebted;"  secondly^  that  he  did  not  enter  into  the 
alleged  agreement ;  thirdly,  that  defendant  was  owner  of  cer- 
tain shares  in  the  Nash  Brick  &  Pottery  Company,  and  ofiered 
a  certain  number  of  these  shares  to  plaintiff  for  $550,  which 
plaintiff  accepted  and  paid  for ;  that  said  shares  were  duly 
transferred  on  the  books  of  the  said  company  to  the  plaintiffj^ 
and  that  he  has  subsequently  treated  the  shares  as  his  own, 
attended  meetings,  j^c,  as  holder  and  proprietor  thereof; 
concluding  with  an  averment  negativing  plaintiff's  allegation, 
''that  the  $550  was  received  by  him  under  the  agreement 
stated  in  the  writ.  The  fourth  plea  need  not  be  noticed, 
because  it  does  not  mateiially  differ  from  the  third.  The 
learned  Chief  Justice  put  the  case  to  the  jury  mainly  on  the 
question  whether  of  vendor  and  vendee,  or  of  principal  and 
braker,  in  which  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  contittct  stood 
to  each  other.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  having  contended  that 
the  defendant  had  not  proved  under  his  third  and  fourth  pleas 
that  the  shares  had  been  duly  tranferred,  and  having  also 
contended  that  the  $50  paid  by  plaint  iff  to  defendant  in  excess 
of  $500  for  the  shares  had  not  been  accounted  for  by  the 
defendant,  hb  lordship  reserved  those  points  for  the  considera- 
tion of  the  Court.  A  rule  granted  to  set  aside  the  verdict  as 
against  law  and  evidence,  and  on  the  points  thus  reserved, 
was  ai^gued  before  us  in  this  present  term. 

In  the  conflict  of  evidence  reported  as  to  the  actual  eon* 
traet  between  the  parties^  it  most  be  taken  that  the  jury  have 
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shown  by  their  verdict  that  they  adopted  the  defendant*^ 
statement,  and  concluded  that  the  shares  in  question  were 
sold  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  in  his  private  capacity, 
and  not  as  a  stock  and  share  bi*oker.  That  raises  the  primary 
question,— can  the  plaintiff  under  the  facts  rescind  the  actual 
contract  by  his  own  act  without  expTss  repudiation  or  demand, 
and  have  recourse  to  his  count  for  money  had  and  received  ? 
I  cnteitfein  no  chrabt  that  he  can,  (notwithstanding  the  long 
interval  between  the  contract  and  action  brought,)  seeing  that, 
while  he  has  derived  no  benefit  whatever  from  the  contract, 
he  has  done  nothing  under  it  to  the  prejudice  of  the  defendant, 
or  to  alter  his  position  in  relatit >n  to  it  from  what  it  was  when 
it  was  cntei*ed  into. 

The  plaintiff's  particulars,  which  may  be  applied  to  the 
money  count,  inform  defendant  that  one  branch  of  the  plain- 
tift'*s  claim  is  for  S550  cash  paid  by  cheque.  The  third  plea 
not  only  may  be  applied,  but  being  a  plea  to  the  whole 
declaration,  is  necessarily  applied  to  the  money  count,  and 
fays  for  answer  to  the  plaintiff's  allegation, ''  You,  the  defend* 
ant,  have  in  your  hands  $.550  of  my  money ;"  "  I  received 
your  money  for  shares  in  the  particular  company  which  I 
offered  to  you  and  you  accepted,  and  I  have  duly  transferred 
them  to  you  in  the  books  of  the  company,  and  you  have  since 
then  treated  them  as  your  own,  &c."  The  defensive  allegation 
thus  made  cannot  be  separated  into  parts,  but  forms  as  a  whole, 
the  alleged  matter  of  clefence,  and  must  be  proved  as  a  whole. 
It  admits  i*eceipt  of  the  money  and  seeks  to  avoid  it  by  the 
matter  thus  state<l.  Involvecl  in  it  is  an  allegation  that  the 
shares  ottered  and  accepted  were  duly  transferred.  Among 
the  documents  produce<l  at  the  trial  and  received  without 
opposition,  is  a  registei*ed  bye-law  in  these  words  :  "  No 
transfer  of  any  share  or  shares  shall  be  held  valid  unless  the 
same  shall  have-been  in  the  first  place  offered  to  and  refused 
by  the  company,  and  in  all  cases  the  share  or  shares  of  every 
sti^ck -holder  shall  l>e  liable  to  the  company  for  all  debts  in 
any  wise  incurred  by  such  stock-holders  to  the  company,  all 
transfers  to  be  sultscrilied  by  the  parties  in  the  company's 
books. 

Viewing  this,  as  we  must  view  it,  in  connection  with  the 
third  plea,  the  plea  in  efTect  contains  an  allegation  that  this 


AUGUST.   1872.  79 

bye-lavr  was  complied  with  by  the  defendant  in  relation  to 
the  shares  sold.  But  that  allegation  is  not  proved.  It  is 
observable  that  the  vendor  of  these  shares  alone  could  perform 
the  condition  of  this  bye-law,  on  the  performance  of  which 
the  validity  of  a  transfer  is  by  it  made^  depend,  for  the  offer 
to  and  refusal  by  the  company  must  precede  the  transfer.  To 
the  plaintiff's  independent  claim  on  the  money  counts  there 
is,  beside  the  special  plea  above  considered,  no  plea  except 
'*  never  indebted."  Of  that,  of  course,  the  sole  effect  would 
be  a  defensive  allegation  that  the  defendant  never  received 
from  the  plaintiff  3550, — a  fact  which  is  not  in  controversy. 
It  was,  therefore,  indispensable  for  the  defendant  to  prove  his 
third  plea. 

But  there  is  a  view  of  this  case  which,  independently  of 
all  that  has  been  observed,  would  make  it  our  duty  to  send  it 
back  for  re-trial.  The  defendant  is  proved  to  have  been  at 
the  time  of  the  transaction  in  question  a  stock-broker,  and  to 
have  acted  as  such,  and  with  this  very  plaintiff,  in  matters  of 
business  unconnected  with  the  present  case.  In  this  state  of 
things  it  was,  of  course,  that  plaintiff  reposed  confidence  in 
the  defendant ;  and  it  was  most  probable,  if  not  a  matter  of 
course,  that  when^  the  subject  of  negotiation  between  the 
pailies  was,  as  in  the  case  before  us,  the  purchase  of  stock, 
the  plaintiff,  unless  in  the  most  distinct  and  precise  manner 
informed  to  the  contrary  by  the  defendant,  should  consider 
that  he  was  dealing  with  the  latter  in  his  character  of  agent, 
and  not  as  a  private  individual.  Now  after  a  careful  exami- 
nation of  the  evidence  given  by  the  parties,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  by  the  defendant's  own  showing  he  did  not  in  this  trans* 
action  by  his  language  so  guard  the  plaintiff  from  misappre- 
hension as  to  prevent  deception  on  the  ppint  adverted  to,  and 
did  not  make  such  disclosuras  in  relation  to  the  mode  in 
which  he  had  become  owner  of  the  stock  sold,  and  the  price 
he  paid  for  it,  and  what  he  knew  to  be  the  estimation  of  its 
value  by  some  other  persons  than  himself,  which  his  position 
relatively  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  exir^encies  of  good  faith 
demanded.  See  Story's  Agency,  sec.  21,  which,  assuming 
plaintiff  to  have  been  under  an  impression  that  defendant 
was  acting  for  a  third  party,  is  veiy  suggestive.  The 
plaintiff  says,  and  he  is  not  contradicted  by  the  defendant, 
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"I  asked  the  market  price,"  (referring  to  this  very  stock)  "he 
said  thoy  were  selling  at  par."  That  very  day  tho  defendant, 
(who  did  not  communicate  the  fact  to  the  plaintiff)  bad  par- 
chased  stock  in  this  company  at  a  large  discount. 

The  defendant  entertaining  indeed,  as  he  says,  an  opinion 
that  the  stock  would  pay  14  per  cent., — ^an  opinion  of  the 
grounds  of  which  plaintiff  knew  nothing, — and  asserting  in 
contradiction  of  the  plaintiff*s  assertion  to  the  contmry,  "  the 
plaintiff  did  not  employ  me  as  a  broker,"  does  not  pretend 
that  in  making  the  contract  he  used  language  to  the  plaintiff 
stranger  or  fuller  of  information  than  this :  ''  He  wanted  to 
invest  in  a  company  that  would  pay  a  higher  dividend.  I 
said  I  would  sell  him  some  shares  in  the  compan}*.  Again,  he 
says  in  very  general  terms :  "  He  bought  from  me.  He  knew 
the  exact  position  of  the  company."  This  bold  general 
language  contrasts  very  strikingly  with  the  full  and  detailed 
narrative  of  negotiation  and  conversation  given  by  the  plaintiff. 
Gionsidering  the  antecedent  business  transactions  of  the  parties, 
and  the  position  of  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  contract, 
relatively  to  the  public  and  to  the  plaintiff,  I  think  it  was 
proper  and  necessary  in  order  to  disabuse  the  personal  confi- 
dence of  the  plaintiff  in  the  defendant,  which  the  former 
possibly  and  probably  felt,  that  the  defendant  should  have 
used  to  the  plaintiff  some  such  language  as  this :  "  Understand 
that,  in  regard  to  this  stock,  I  am  not  acting  for  a  third  party 
and  for  you,  as  I  have  acted,  but  for  myself  alone,  in  view  of 
my  own  interests  as  owner  of  the  stock,  and  as  desirous  to 
sell  it  in  the  best  market.  I  consider  it  a  good  investment, 
but  I  v^ill  not  conceal  from  you  that  some  do  not  estimate  it 
as  highly  as  I  do,  for  Ihave  lately  purchased .  the  same  stock 
at  a  discount  of  23  per  cent.  Do  not,  therAford,  rely  as  you 
have  been  in  the  habit  of  relying,  on  my  judgment;  use  your 
own,  or  that  of  your  friends."  I  think  the  mere  consideration 
alone  HtM,  such  language  was  not  used,  a  sufficient  ground  for 
6ur  making  the  rule  alnolute. 
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WILSON  V.  THE  MERCHANTS*  MARINE  INSURANCE 

COMPANY. 


As  action  is  not  malntfttiiAble  ai  for  » total  lo«  of  fralsht  whort  It  appoan  that  tho  ttnel 
might  havo  boon  rapairad  at  a  raaaonable  ooat  wlthio  a  nasonablo  Umo,  and  connjTod  »  por- 
tion of  tho  cargo  to  tho  port  of  doattnatiou. 

Whora  a  policy  of  Inaoranoa  was  laanod  on  finlght  on  a  royuigB  '*ai  and  fhrn  BuenmAffm 
to  JfotanJM,  Cuba,**  and  thore  was  an  endoraemoiit  on  tho  poltoj :  **  PannlssioD  ffraotad 
andor  this  policy  for  barqoo  IktnM  to  pcocacd  from  Monte  Video  to  CaHlenat,  calling  «t 
Bttrbadoe§  for  orders  Instoad  of  Snsnoi  AyrtM  to  JfatetiMt.*' 

Held,  that  the  policy  and  tho  ondorsamont  most  be  road  totothar,  and,  that  so  read,  the 
royace  Insared  mnst  be  taken  to  hftve  boon  a  Toyago  from  Bv^enee  Apree  to  Cardenae  vith 
liberty  to  go  to  Jionte  Video  as  an  intormediate  port. 

WiLKjys,  J.,  now,  fAugtist  5th,  1872),  delivered  judgment 
as  follows : — 

This  was  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  on  freight 
laden  on  board  the  barque  Dimi^l,  on  a  voyage  at  and  from 
Buenos  Ayres  to  Matanzaa,  Cuba.  There  is  an  indorsement 
on  the  policy  dated  28th  of  April,  1869,  to  the  following 
effect;  *' Permission  granted  under  this  policy  for  barque 
Daniel  to  proceed  from  Monte  Video  to  Cardenas,  calling  at 
Bivbadoee  for  orders  instead  of  BiienoB  Ayres  to  MatanzasJ* 
The  cause  was  tried  before  his  Lordship  the  Chief  Justice,  at 
Halifax,  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
full  amount  named  in  the  policy.  At  the  argument  of  the 
rule  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  several  grounds  wei*e  taken,  but 
in  my  view  of  the  question  it  is  only  necessary  to  decide  on 
one  of  them,  to  the  effect  that  there  was  not  an  actual  or  a 
constructive  total  loss  of  freight.  The  material  facts  are  as 
follows :  The  cargo,  consisting  of  jerked  beef,  laden  in  bulk 
on  board  the  barque,  from  a  peril  insured  against,  was 
damaged  at  Monie  Ftcleo  on  the  23rd  of  February,  1S60. 
The  master,  a  part  owner,  though  not  registered,  substantially 
thus  described  the  damage  to  thecal^.  On  opening  the 
hatches  all  of  it  that  coulJ  be  seen  was  wet — tlie  beef  then 
seemed  rotten — it  got  very  little  worse  while  it  remained  on 
board,  in  a  month,  the  earliest  time  practicable,  it  was  removed 
and  landed  in  a  dty  condition.  He  says  "  he  at  first  was 
nnabie  to  procure  a  place  for  storing  the  beef,  but  he  ulti- 
mately succeeded  in  doing  so."  The  beef,  he  says,  had  a  bad 
smell,  and  was  magotty,  and  part  of  it  was  thrown  overboaixl. 
6* 
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There  were  two  surveys  on  the  cargo.  By  the  first,  held  on 
the  12th  of  April,  it  was  found  that  some  of  the  beef  was 
damaged  by  salt  water,  caused  by  the  working  of  the  ship. 
The  second  wan  held  on  the  17th  of  that  month.  The  ^urvej'or 
thereby  reported  that  a  large  quantity  of  beef  was  damaged 
by  sea  water,  and  recommended  that  the  sound  beef  should  be 
delivered  to  the  purchasers  and  the  damaged  (considering  the 
kind  of  cargo)  thrown  ovcrboanl.  The  beef  was  not.  however, 
totally  destroyed,  for  the  master  sold  about  one-half  of  it 
though  a^  damaged,  and  at  about  one-third  of  the  cost.  About 
one-half  of  the  cargo  was  purchased  and  carried  away  fi*om 
Monte  Video  in  a  foreign  vessel.  That  portion  of  the  beef  be 
says  was  not  all  good.  The  captain  thus  describes  his  efforts 
to  send  the  cargo  on.  I  advcrti2sed  for  vessels  to  take 
the  cargo  on,  could  not  gat  any,  all  the  vessels  at  Monte 
Video  were  chartered  by  the  round.  He  adds:  I  did  not 
myself  appl}'  to  any  vessel  to  take  the  cargo  on.  A  witness. 
Bares,  doing  business  in  Buenoa  Ayi^es,  says :  "It  was  almost 
impossible  to  get  vessels  to  take  cargo.  Vessels  on  a  round 
voyage  or  for  home' use  were  chartered."  Now  of  course  an 
absolute  total  loss  of  freight  by  destruction — annihilation  of 
the  whole  cai'go  is  an  idea  precluded  by  the  facts  of  the  case. 
That  portion  of  it  which  was  sold  might,  for  any  thing  that 
appears  to  the  contrary,  have  been  reshipped  and  conveyed 
to  the  port  of  destination — if  the  means  of  transporting  it 
could  have  been  obtained  by  the  master.  The  contention  at 
the  argument  for  the  defendants'  was  that  the  plaintiff,^  on 
whom,  of  course,  the  burthen  of  proof  lay,  had  not  shown  that 
the  master  had,  in  the  place  and  under  the  circumstances  of 
his  position,  done  what  the  law  required  of  him  in  order  to 
procure  a  means  of  transhipment  and  conveyance  forward  of 
the  cargo  remaining;  that  the  facts  show  no  sufficiently 
extensive  loss  to  make  the  policy  attach  as  for  a  total  loss  of 
freight,  and  especially  that  the  plaintiff  having  failed  to  show, 
as  the  law  would  have  required  him  in  an  action  on  a  policy 
insuring  the  .ship,  to  show  a  constructive  total  loss  of  the 
vessel,  which  existed  specifically  in  the  character  of  a  ship ; 
there  was  in  the  case  a  failure  of  proof  that  the  barque 
Daniel  might  not  have  been  repaired,  and  would  not  have 
been  repaired  by  a  prudent  owner  so  that  she  could  have 
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carried  the  cargo  forward  to  the  port  of  ultimate  destination. 
My  opinion  is  that  such  proof  is  indispensable  to  maintain 
this  action,  that  there  is  an  entire  failure  of  it,  that  such  a 
necessity  for  sale  of  the  portion  of  the  cargo  sold  as  would 
make  the  sale  a  legal  sale  by  the  master,  has  not  been  shown, 
and  that  therefore  it  does  not  appear  but  that  the  insured 
might  have  earned  in  respect  of  a  portion  of  the  cargo  at  all 
events,  the  freight,  for  the  loss  of  which  he  seeks  to  make  the 
defendant  liable  under  th«  policy  as  for  a  total  loss.    If  we 
direct  our  minds  to  an  inquiry  into  the  question   of  the 
practicability  of  repairing  the  vessel  at  Monte  Video  in  view 
of  the  principles  that  govern  what  is  familiarly  called  the 
prudent-owner  question,  we  find    the    evidence    presented 
coming  very  far  short  of  the  evidence  demanded.    The  facts 
in  proof  way  be  stated  in  substance  as  follows :    On  the  23rd 
of  February  the  barque  encounteil  a  pampero  when  riding  at 
anchor  in  Monte  Video.    A  survey  was  called  on  the  27th. 
Nine  inches  of  water  were  found  in  the  well  which,  an  hour 
after,  had  increased  to  thirteen  inches.    The  topsides  were 
found  good,  the  calking  in  some  places  slack,  the  stanchions^ 
«overing*board  and  waterway  sound,  while  the  water  in  her 
was,  by  the  surveyors  from  these  premises,  inferred  to  be 
made  bdow  the  waAerline.    They  thei*efore  I'ecom  mended  her 
to  be  lightened  to  her  copper  and  then  resurveyed.    They 
concluded  by  estimating  her  then  value  to  be  £730.    The 
master  says  she  was  sold — she  was  not  fit  to  go  to  sea.     I 
would  not  have  gone  in  her,  she  wa.s  opened  and  sti*ained  at 
the  topsides.    He  adds,  '*  She  was  built  of  white  English  oak 
in  1868  or  1867.    She  was  in  good  order  and  fit  for  the 
voyage  at  Biunos  Ayres,  she  remained  at  Monte  Video.     I 
left  her  there  afloat  a  fortnight  after  the  discharge  of  the 
cargo.    She  was  leaking  some  but  could  be  easily  kept  free. 
No  repairs  were  put  on  her  before  I  left.    Three  hours  of 
one  man  or  one  and  a  half  of  two  would  keep  her  free." 

Now  it  is  incontrovertable  that  consistently  with  all  thim, 
not  only  would  it  Be  perfectly  competent  to  a  jury  to  find 
that  the  prudent  owner  would  repair,  but  it  is  not  possible  to 
suppose  that  they  could  find  otherwise  on  the  facts  stated. 
Ifany  of  the  points  of  law  discussed  at  the  argument  and  in 
relation  to  wUch  eases  were  cited,  are  no  longer  ttxat^c 
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qwutvmes  but  ren  judicata^  in  respect  of  which  reference  to  a 
good  text  writer  would  have  snfBced.  Arnold^  one  of  them 
says,  p.  694,  last  edition  by  McLcLchlan^  "  if  both  ship  and  cargo 
have  been  justifiably  {%.  e^  under  eztretne  necessity)  sold 
abroad  the  assured  may,  without  notice  of  abandonment, 
recover  as  for  a  total  loss  of  freight  It  is  otherwise  if  the 
sale  is  unjustifiably  made  where  the  ship  might  have  been 
repaired  or  the  cargo  sent  on,  so  as  to  earn  freight,  and  in  such. 
a  case  were  notice  of  abandonment  unaccepted  cannot  alter 
the  rights  of  the  parties.**  The  same  learned  authority  says 
(p.  067)  "  where  the  original  ship  can  be  repahred  in  a  reason-* 
able  time,  or  the  caigo  may  be  sent  on  in  a  substituted  ship 
at  a  reasonable  amount  of  cost  and  trouble,  and  with  a  fair 
hope  <^  its  ultimately  arriving  in  specie  or  in  a  merchantable 
state  at  its  port  of  destination,  the  master  is  not  justified  in 
sellingy  and  the  ship-owner  will  not  be  entitled,  on  the  ground 
of  the  master'iB  negligence  or  improper  conduct,  in  sellmg  the 
goods  instead  of  forwarding  them,  to  give  notice  of  abandon- 
ment and  recover  as  for  a  total  loss  on  freight"  We  are 
necessitated  to  view  this  case  under  the  facts  as  if  it  appeared 
afiirmatively  that  the  barque  could  have  been  repaired  at  a 
i*easonable  cost  and  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  eould  have 
put  to  sea  and  conveyed  that  portion  of  the  cargo  which  the 
niasrter  sold,  to  the  poi*t  of  destination.  Then,  as  regards  that 
(to  use  the  language  of  Yaie^,  J.,  in  SaUus  v.  Ocean  Insur- 
ance Company^  14  John.,  p.  143,  used  by  him  in  relation  to  a 
state  of  facts  identical  with  that  which  I  have  just  supposed 
to  mark  this  case)  the  insurers  on  the  freight  policy  were 
completely  exonerated.  The  view  which  I  have  taken  of  the 
question  befoi^  us  and  above  expressed,  impressed  itself  on 
the  mind  of  the  learned  Chief  Justice  at  the  trial.  In 
accordance  with  it  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  a  new 
trial  should  be  made  absolute.  That  conclusion,  as  already 
intimated,  isS  anived  at  as  a  oonseqnence  of  the  opinion 
expressed  on  the  particular  ground  referred  to  taken  in 
support  of  the  rule. 

But  I  feel  it  impossible  to  dispose  of  this  ease  without 
adverting  to  the  proved  fact  that  in  relation  to  a  portion  of 
the  caigo  absolutely  destroyed  by  perils  of  the  sea,  freight 
insured  to  the  plaintiff  was  not^  and  after  the  disaster  eould 
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not,  liave  been  earned  by  bim.  Of  course  it  becomes  important 
to  inquire  in  this  last  aspect  of  the  case  whether  that  destruc* 
tion  was  caused  in  the  course  of  the  voyage  insured.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  original  policy  and  the  endorsement  on  it 
must  be  read  together,  and  that  so  read  the  voyage  insurad 
must  be  taken  to  have  been  a  voyage  from  Bitenos  Ay  res  to 
Cardenaa  with  liberty  to  go  to  Monte  Video  as  an  inter- 
mediate  port.  If  this  be  the  true  construction  a  liability  by 
the  defendant  company  was  incurred  and  should  be  responded 
to  by  it  in  regard  to  that  poi'tion  of  the  beef  which  was 
destroyed  by  ^ea  damage  within  the  risk.  The  extent  of  this 
liability  for  a  partial  loss  expressed  in  pecuniary  amount  may 
be  ascertained  by  agreement  of  the  parties  or  by  reference  to 
to  a  master.  If  the  plaintiff  consents  that  the  amount  shall 
be  thus  ascertained,  and  the  defendant  company  agrees  to  pay 
it,  the  plaintiff  will  have  judgment  for  whatever  it  may  be,  as 
also  for  his  costs  of  suit,  including  the  costs  of  the  trial  but 
not  those  of  the  argument.  If  this  arrangement  be  not 
assented  to  by  both  of  the  parties  the  rule  will  be  made  abso- 
lute for  A  new  trial,  with  oosta. 


CHISHOLH  BT  AL.  «.  CHISUOLU  et  al. 

PbAsnrra  oomlcnad  gvodi  to  Um  dafeudanto  to  be  aoM,  and  tho  proceeds  handed  tn-er 
10  D.  a  D.  8  \tknt  Indebted  to  defendMiu  ffire  to  tkem  a  proniteeory  note  for  tho  Amount, 
Mid  died  leaTlntc  hie  »iteto  in  «n  imolrent  eooditlon.  An  ection  bavitiif  been  brnuyhl  by  tho 
«xeciiton  ol  D.  &  In  the  naine  of  pUnilfli  to  roeorer  the  amount  ariiiu^f  from  the  sole  of  tho 
Ifoode. 

ffeldf^thal  deiendnnto  wen  entitled  to  offiMt  the  amount  of  the  noto  idven  by  D.  & 

SlA  W,  YouNO,  C.J.,  now,  (August  5th,  1872.)  delivei-ed 
the  judgment  of  the  Court': — 

The  plaintiffs  complained  in  this  action  that  the  defendants 
had  not  sold  and  accounted  for  certain  goods  of  theirs  put  into 
defendants  hands  for  sale,  and  under  the  commim  counts  they 
claimed  $333  for  money  received  to  their  use.  Their  princii>al 
witness  at  the  trial  was  one  of  the  executors  of  Domdd  Scott, 
who  proved  thai  the  plaintiffs  consigned  the  goods  to  the 
defendants  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  handed  over  to  Scott 
in  part  payment  of  a  debt  which  they  (plaintiffs)  owed  him. 
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Tliis  witness  also  proved  that  he  had  commenced  this  aait  od 
the  written  authority  of  the  plaiatifis,  which  he  produced.    It 
appeared,  therefore,  to  the  Judge  on  the  trial,  as  we  also* 
thouii^ht  at  the  arg^ument,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  control 
over  the  proceeds  appropriated  to  the  ase  of  Scott  for  a  valu- 
able consideration,  and  that  his  executors  were  the  real  plain* 
tifTs.    In  that  view  the  admitted  net  proceeds  being  9297.32^ 
were  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants  claimable  by  theesecutot>ir 
brrt  srcr^gect  to  any  legal  set-off.    The  date  when  the  good» 
y^ve  delivered  to  the  defendants  and  the  above  balance  ascer- 
tained did  not  appear,  but  it  was  shown  that  Scotton  the  13th 
November,  1870,  gave  a  note  to  the  defendants  at  three  roonths> 
and  falling  due,  therefore,  on  the  14th  Febriuirj/,  1871,  for 
$5 1 6.    Scott  died  Cth  December,  1870,  and  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  his  estate  is  insolvent.    The  object  of  this  suit, 
therefore,  in  using  the  plaintiff's  name,  is  to  recover  not  to 
their  own  use  but  to  the  use  of  the  execotors,  the  proceeds 
of  the  goods  with  casts,  and  leave  the  defendants  to  their 
dividend  on  the  note,  or  as  it  is  called  by  a  misapprehension,, 
the  accf  ptance  of  Scott.     Now  if  this  could  be  done  legally  it 
would  certainly  be  an  injustice  to  requii*e  the  plaintiffs  to  pay, 
on  the  one  hand,  in  full  the  amount  they  owe  and  are  willing* 
to  credit  to  Scoifs  estate,  and  on  the  other  Imnd,  to  receive 
%hat  uiav  be  a  small  dividend  on  the  debt  the  estate  owes 
them.    This  would  not  l»o  allowed  in  a  case  of  bankruptcy, — 
and  we  sec  no  adequate  reason  for  allowing  it  to  be  done  by 
an  executor  any  more  than  by  an  assignee.    The  action  was 
brought  after  notice  by  the  attorney  on  the  3i*d  Febniary, 
1871,  and  on  the  6th  the  defendants  put  in  their  claim  on  the 
estate  for  the  8516,  less  $2£^7.32.    Tliis  was  the  first  time  the 
proceeds  were  ascertained,  and  an  objection  might  lie  on  that 
ground  to  the  action  brought  on  the  3nl,  and  then  ilie  plain- 
titts  would  be  i-ethiced  to  a  claim  for  nominal  damages  on  the 
first  count.     But  without  running  into  these  niceties,  and 
lo4)king  into  the  two  demands  as  subsisting  in  point  of  fact  at 
the  same  time»  we  think  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to 
their  set-off,  and  thei*efore  that  the  nonsuit  ordered  by  Mr. 
Justice  Ritchit  aliould  be  dismissed  with  costs^ 
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Wiiur  a  pbitntlff  bM  recoverad  in  ejectmant  some  portion  of  the  lande  daecrlbed  in  hie 
writ,  but  it  does  not  dearly  appear  by  tho  venilcb  ti»  what  |)ortion  of  the  premieee  claioMMl  he 
li  entitled,  the  rerdlot  wtU  not  be  eet  aside  for  uncertainty,  a«  the  Court  will  not  aetume  that 
bo  «in  attempt  to  recover  povejeioQ  beyond  what  he  ie  entitled  to.  The  verdict  is  ample 
authority  for  this,  and  the  plaintiff  mutt  aeeeztain  the  line  at  hi*  perlL 

McCuLLY,  J.,  now,  (August  Sth,    1872,)    delivered    the 
judgment  of  tho  Court: — 

Thfs  WM  a  rule  niai  to  set  aside  a  verdict  in  ejectment 
obtained  at  King's  by  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  ground  that  it 
did  not  sufficiently  clearly  appear  by  tho  Verdict  to  what  por- 
tion of  the  premises  claimed  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judp^- 
ment. .  It  was  admitteil  on  the  argument  that  plaintiff  had  by 
the  verdict  recovered  some  portion  of  the  lands  and  messuage 
described  in  his  writ.  The  Court  have  had  no  difficulty  under 
such  circumstances  in  arriving  at  a  decision.  Before  the 
Common  Law  Proceedure  Act  oi  1852,  the  rule  in  England. 
was  .that  the  plaintiff*  executed  his  writ  of  hubtre  according  to 
what  be  actually  recovered  in  the  suit  and  upon  his  own 
responsibility.  In  Ablett  v.  Skinner,  1  Siderfin,  229,  the 
declamtion  was  for  a  fourth  part  of  a  fifth  part,  and  the  title 
of  plaintiflf  was  only  to  a  third  of  a  fourth  of  a  fifth,  being 
only  a  third  of  what  was  declared  for,  and  it  was  said  that 
plaintiff*  could  not  have  a  verdict  because  the  verdict  ought  to 
agree  with  the  declaration.  But  by  the  Couit  the  verdict 
may  Vte  taken  according  to  the  title.  Cited  in  last  edition  of 
Sehuyn^B  A'm  Pnus,  G80;  and  in  Devn  v.  Burgee,  1  Burr., 
326,  Lord  Mansfield  .said  :  "  The  plaintiff'  shall  i^ecover  accoi-d- 
ing  to  his  title,  and  it  is  no  objection  to  his  ^covering  what 
he  is  entitled  to  that  he  has  demanded  more.  Again  in  Guy 
V.  Band,  Cro.  Eliz.,  12,  it  is  said  if  ejectment  "  bo  brought  for 
one  hundred  acres,  plaintiff  may  recover  forty."  In  8  East,, 
357,  the  Court  gave  leave  to  enter  the  verdict  according  to  the 
Jur^ge's  notes  for  a  messuage  only,  leaving  out  the  word 
'•tenement"  Tidies  Pvac.,  4th  ed.,  796;  Hoe  d.  Saul  v. 
Datvaon,  8  Wils.,  i9,  in  ejectment  for  five-eighths  of  a  cottage 
the  sheriff*  gave  possession  of  the  whole.  Held  that  the  t.enanit 
should  bo  restored  to,  his  possession  of  three-eighths^  In 
Moti-ea  v.  Barry,  2  Str.,  1180;  Boe  v.  Pi>ie«^»-.  2  N.  R.  1.  the 
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doctrine  is  laid  down  that  the  Coart  will  make  every  po^ihle 
intendment  to  support  the  judgment.  A  bare  possibility  of  title 
consistent  with  the  judgment  will  be  sufficient  8d%v}fn*9  K.  P., 
G82.  In  Connor  v.  West,  5  Butr.,  2G73,  it  is  laid  down  that 
the  sheritF  delivers  possession  on  the  showing  of  the  plaintiS^ 
who  is  at  his  peril  to  take  po:ises8ion  of  no  more  than  he  is 
entitled  to;  and  if  he  take  execution  for  more  than  he  is 
entitled  to,  or  than  the  recovery  warrants,  the  Court  will 
interpose  in  a  summary  way,  and  restore  the  tenant  to  the 
possession  of  such  part  as  was  not  recovered.  I  Bwr.^  326 ; 
Per  Lord  Mansfidd^  C.  J.,  and  Doe  v.  Dawaon^  3  Wils.,  49. 

The  Cburt  will  not  anticipate  that  plaintiff  will  attempt 
to  recover  possession  by  a  writ  of  hcibet^  bej'ond  what  he  is 
entitled  to  under  his  verdict,  namely,  up  to  the  line  run  by 
Johnston.  If  he  does  this  and  no  more  his  verdict  is  ample 
authority.  He  must  ascertain  ^here  that  line  is  at  his  peril, 
to  use  the  language  cited,  and  govern  himself  accordingly. 
The  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  must  be  dischai^d  with  costs. 
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Plaixttpp  told  to  delettdant  *  quantity  of  hides,  ■ome  n(  which,  under  the  defendant** 
Inttroetlona,  were doltrered  to  hie nipeite,  A.  * C«).,  who  gave  to  plalnUS  their  note  for  the 
amount  due  him.  PKiutiflF  thereupon  enterei  in  hl«  Ik>:>Ic  **  settled  hy  note  of  91S3."  A.  ft 
Co,  haviiiic  liecomo  insolrent,  the  note  was  dishonored. 

HM,  that  the  jury  m-ere  nut  wamnted  In  ro^anUnjr  the  entiy  in  pialntlfTs  hook  as 
erideuoe  of  aoythiny  hut  a  condltienal  pajrrosntb 

^l«o,  that  defendaat,  not  beln;  a  pMty  to  the  note,  there  was  no  necessity  to  give  htm 
noHoe  of  dishonor. 

DesBarres,  J.,  now,  (August  5th,  1872,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  CJourt: — 

This  was  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  in  which 
his  lordship  the  Chief  Justice  before  whom  it  was  tried,  told 
the  jury  that  there  were  two  questions  raised  by  the  pleailings 
and  evidence  for  their  consideration.  1st,  whether  the 
plaintiff  had  accepted  the  note  of  Aixhibald  J;  Co,  in  satis- 
faction of  the  debt  for  which  the  action  was  brought,  or 
accepted  it  for  the  accommodation  of  the  defendant,  and  as  a 
conditional  payment  only ;  and  2ndly,  whether  the  credit  for 
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the  goods  had  in  fact  been  given  to  the  defendant  or  to 
Ardiibald  £  Co,  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  defendant  on 
the  questions  submitted  to  them,  and  we  are  now  cafled  upon 
to  decide,  after  hearing  the  argument  of  the  counsel  of  the 
parties  under  the  rule  gra^nted  for  setting  it  aside,  whether 
the  verdict  so  found  is  coasistent  with  the  law  and  facts  of 
the  case,  or  so  much  at  variance  with  both  as  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  a  new  trial.  The  plaintiff's  case  rests  altogether 
on  hij  ow^  evidence.  The  defence  rests  on  the  evidence  of 
John  Archibald  and  Thomaa  Ai*chibald,  who,  during  all  the 
time  the  goods  (calf-skins)  were  shipped,  were  doing  business 
in  this  city  as  copartners,  but  have  since  failed,  and  acting  as 
Uie  agenta  of  defendant,  who  resided  at  Musquodoboit.  The 
plaintiff  in  hU  examination  stated  £hat  he  agreed  to  deliver 
all  his  calf-skins  to  defendant  at  90  cents  each,  and  that  he 
oid  deliver  them  in  five  diffet*ent  lots,  the  first  to  one  Jwrnes 
Cooper,  under  an  order  which  was  produced ;  the  second  to 
defendant  himself ;  the  third  to  one  Erskine  At^Ubald,  also 
under  an  oi*der  of  defendant,  which  was  lost ;  the  fourth  to 
AhraJium  Higyinn,  on  another  order  of  defendant,  which  was 
lost;  and  the  fifth  to  ArdiUbald  A  Co,  under  a  letter  of 
defendant;  the  whole  amounting  to  9343.  That  defendant 
gave  him  a  note  made  by  Archihidd  A  Co.,  at  the  delivery  of 
the  second  lot  of  goods,  for  $120,  which  was  paid,  and  there 
was  also  payment  of  $0 ;  that  plaintiff  mailed  a  letter  to 
defendant  about  the  end  of  Septemlm^  18G7,  to  which  he 
received  a  reply  on  the  2nd  Odobei%  enclosmg  an  order  on 
Ardiibald  A  Co.;  that  having  such  order  he  called  upon 
ArdiibaddA  Co.,  and  received  from  them  a  note  for  8123, 
dated  7th  October,  1867,  payable  at  three  months ;  this  note 
was  indorsed'  by  plaintiff  to  Jccnxes  Gratiani,  &^  a  payment, 
and  by  him  to  Charles  Graham  J;  Co.  It  was  placed  in  the 
Bank  of  Xova  Scotia  and  dishonore«l,  and  the  plaintiff  having 
received  a  notice  of  its  dishonor,  took  up  the  note  on  the  20th 
January,  1868.  In  his  croas'-examination  be  says  defendant 
owed  him  for  113  calf-akins  at  the  time  he  received  the  note 
from  A  }xhibald  Jk  Co.  for  $120 ;  that  he  took  the  note  for 
$123  from  A^xliibald  JbOo.  in  payment  of  the  balance  due  to 
him  to  accommodate  the  dafendantk  and  made  in  his  book  this 
entry,  .**  settled  by  nota  of  $128."    In  conclusion  he  bays  ho 
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crcflited  the  defendant  alone,  having  trusted  Arcftibald  Jk  Co. 
to  the  amount  of  j^l55  for  skins  \n  1806,  for  which  he  was 
paid.  On  the  part  of  the  defence  John  Archibald^  one  of  the 
firm  of  Ai'chibafd  cC*  Co.,  was  called  as  a  witness,  who  stated 
tiiat  plaintiff  and  <]cfendant  came  to  him  in  1867  and  said 
defendant  had  a;:^reed  to  take  plaintiff's  calf-skins  for  the 
year,  and  plaintiff  would  give  them  if  we  would  undertake  to 
pay  for  them  as  Ixifore,  which  we  agreed  to  do.  Tjie  witness 
prcxluced  the  ledger  of  Archihahl  <t  Co,  at  the  trial,  showing 
their  account  with  plaintiff' in  1866  and  1867,  and  also  their 
account  with  defendant ;  that  after  charging  defendant  with 
the  note  of  S123.  they  (ArckibiHd  &  Co.)  Ktill  owed  defendant 
9275.  In  his  cross-examination  he  stated  that  Archilxdd  Jk 
Co.  wore  the  agents  of  <lcfendant,  and  had  no  interest  in  his 
l»usinc)<K,  only  a  commission  on  liis  sales ;  that  their  account 
was  with  M.A  E.  ArchU>ald,  the  latter,  E.  A'kxhibald,  having 
no  interest  in  their  business  ;  that  on  the  7th  Ocfo6cr,  believing 
the  firm  perfectly  solvent,  he  signed  t!ie  note  payable  for?  123, 
hut  did  not  see  any  order  of  defendant,  a  statement  at  variance 
with  that  of  the  plaintiff*,  who  sa3's  he  called  on  Archibald  <6 
Co.  with  defendant's  orHer,  and  received  from  them  the  note 
for  $123;  that  the  account  in  the  ledger  was  kept  against  the 
defendant  alone.  Af.  ct  E.  AirhibiiUVa  account  being  kept  on 
another  folio  ;  that  an  assi;;nment  of  their  property  was  made 
on  the  4th  Noveml>ei\  1867.  The  note,  he  says,  was  not 
charged  in  their  book,  though  the  skins  were,  varying,  in  this 
particular,  from  tlie  statement  made  in  his  direct  examination. 
Thowiw  Archibald,  the  partner  of  John,  states  that  he  took 
delivery  of  skins  in  1866  and  lvS66  from  plaintiff,  and  that 
thay  (Arvhibjfd  ib  Co.)  took  delivery  of  skins  in  the  same 
way  in  1867,  though  he  was  not  positive  that  they  did  so  in 
that  year. 

This  is  the  whole  of  thd  evidence  on  both  iddes,  and  the 
(piestion  is  whether  it  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  verdict,  or 
whether  there  ought  to  he  a  new  trial,  as  contended  for  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff*  Looking  at  the  evidence  &s  I  havedone» 
carefully.  I  must  say  that  there  is  nothing  in  it  to  satisfy  nty 
mind  that  the  note  for  S123  was  given  to  and  accepteil  bj-  the 
plaintiff*  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  and  I  must  therefore  pre- 
sume from  their  finding  that  the  jury  gave  to  the  entry  in  the 
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plaintifFs  book,  containing  the  minute  already  referred  to,  viz., 
^settled  by  a  note  for  $123,"  a  construction  and  an  cfiect  the 
entry  itself  was  never  intended  to  have,  by  regarding  it  as 
evidence  that  the  note  had  been  taken  and  accepted  in  satis- 
faction of  the  debt,  when  it  ought,  as  it  appears  to  me,  to  have^ 
been  regai'ded  as  a  mere  entry  to  mark  the  fact  that  a  note 
had  been  received,  which,  if  paid,  would  be  a  satisfaction  of 
the  debt    That  such  is  the  construction  that  ought  to  have 
been  put  upm  it  is,  as  I  think,  abundantly  clear.    I  will 
briefly  refer  to  a  few  of  the  cases  which,  in  my  apprehension, 
sustain  the  view  I  have  expressed.     In  S^dman  v.  Ooocht 
1  EIsp.,  N.  P..  5,  Lord  Kenyan  says :  "  The  law  is  dear  that  if 
in  payment  of  a  debt  the  creditor  is  content  to  take  a  bill  or 
note  payable  at  a  future  day  he  cannot  legally  commence  an 
action  on  his  original  debt  until  such  bill  or  note  becomes 
payable  or  default  is  made  in  the  payment,  but  that  if  the  bill  or 
ndte  is  of  no  value,  as  if,  for  example,  drawn  on  a  person  who 
has  no  effects  of  the  drawer  in  his  hands  and  who.  therefore, 
refuses  to  pay,  in  such  case  he  may  consider  it  waste  paper 
and  resort  to  his  original  demand  and  sue  the  debtor  on  it. 
Here  the  makers,  afterwards  failed  and  could  not  pay  when 
the  note   arrived   at   maturity.      In    Otcenaon   v.    ifortfe 
7  T.  R.,  64,  it  was  held  that  if  the  seller  <^  goods  takes  notes 
or  bills  for  them  without  agreeing  to  run  the  risk  of  the  notes 
leing  paid  and  the  notes  turn  out  to  be  worth  nothing  they 
could  not  be  considered  payment    Lord  Kenyan,  in  that  case, 
said  :  ''  If  the  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  take  the  notes  in  pay- 
ment  and  to  run  the  risk  of  their  being  paid,  that  would 
have  been  considered  as  payment  whether  the  notes  had  or 
had  not  been  afterwai'ds  paid,  but  without  such  agreement 
the  giving  of  such  notes  is  no  payment"    In  the  present 
pase  there  was  no  such  agreement    In  Maillard  v.  Tke  Duhe 
of  Ai^yie,  6  M.  &  0.,  40,  it  was  held  '*  that  A  plea  that  bills 
were  taken  and  received  by  tbe  plaintiff  for  and  on  aooount 
of  the  debt  and  in  payment  thereof,"  did  not  necessarily 
import  satisfaction,  find,  in  Kemp  v.  If  all,  15  11  &  W.,  672, 
the  word  "  dischaiiKe  "  was  held  to  carry  the  matter  no  further. 
In  BuUamley  v.  VaitalU  5  C.  B.,  N.  a,  122,  Ayles,  J.,  says : 
"  It  is  the  first  learning  that  taking  a  bill  for  and  on  account 
of  a  debt  does  not  operate  aa  an  absolnte  ditfoharge  of  tiie 
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debt  At  tfae  mont  it  is  only  a  cokidittODal  pajmeni  which  is 
defeated  by  the  sobaeqaent  dtshonoor  of  the  bill  whether 
total  or  partidl.**  Then  there  is  the  case  of  Maxwdl  ▼•  Deare^ 
8  Moo.,  P.  C.  Q.>  876,  in  which  8ir  John  Jervi$,  ia  delivering 
judgment  for  their  Lordships,  says:  "that  their  Lordships 
considered  it  quite  plain,  looking  at  the  correspondence,  that 
the  object  was  to  substitute  a  bill  of  exchange  for  a  cash  pay- 
ment as  a  mode  of  payment^  but  only  to  be  considered  as  if 
the  bill  was  duly  honoured  at  maturity,"  which  is  all  that  I 
think  was  done  here. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  cases  on  this  point ;  those  I 
have  referred  to  are,  I  think,  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  jury 
were  not  warranted  by  the  evidence  in  this  case  in  finding 
that  the  plaintiff  luscepted  the  note  of  A.  S  0<k,  in  satisfaction 
of  the  debt  in  the  face  of  the  positive  testimony  of  the  plain- 
tiff that  he  took  the  note  for  the  aecomrapdaUon  of  defendant. 

As  to  the  second  question  submitted  to  the  jury^  viz., 
whether  the  credit  had  in  fact  been  given  to  the  defendant  or 
A.  A  Co,,  there  seems  to  me  but  one  conclusion  to  which 
the  jury  ought  to  have  arrived  under  the  evidence  given  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  effect  that  the  credit  was  given  to  the 
defendant  and  to  him  alone.  AU  the  cireumstances  connected 
with  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods,  the  orders  given  by 
defendant  fromi  time  to  time  to  receive  them,  the  application 
made  to  plaintiff  by  defendant  by  letter  ot  September,  18ff7, 
ior  payment,  and  defendant's  reply  thereto  enclosing  an  order 
on  A.  A  Co.  for  the.  amount  claimed,  stating  that  if  they 
(A.  Jk  Co.)  gave  plaintiff  a  note  instead  of  the  money,  he 
(defendant)  would  pay  the  du^cQnnt»  go  to'shew,  as  I  think, 

unmifttakeably,  that  the  credit.  F^  g?von  to  defendant  and 
not  to  A.  Jk  Co.,  and  upon  that  point  as  well  as  the  pther,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  jury  were  not^-at.. liberty,  under  the 
evidence,  to  find  a  verdict  for  defendant  But  it  was  con- 
tended by  the  learned  counsel  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
that  if  the  credit  was  given  to  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
not  having  given  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  the  note  taken 
by  him  from  A.Jt  Co.,  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  and  our 
attention  was  directed  to  the  case,  of  Peoeoofe  v.  Pwredl^ 
14.C,  B.,  N..S.,  728,  and  Smith  v.  MtroBt,  L.,R.  S  Ezcfa.,  50, 
as  cases  sustaining  this  position.    In  the  case*  of  Peacock  v. 
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Parsell,  the  defendant  indorsed  to  the  pMntiff  a  bill  of 
exchange  as  collateral  security  which  had  been  endorsed  to 
him  by  the  payee  and  wa^  accepted.  The  plaintiff  kept  the 
bill,  and  when  il  became  due  neglected  to  present  it  or  to  give 
notice  of  dishonor,  and  it  was  held,  as  I  think  very  properly^ 
that  as  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  the  laches  of  the 
plaintiff  nmde  the  bill  equivalent  to  payment  Here  the 
defendant  vras  no  party  to  the  note  taken  by  plaintiff  from 
A.  k  Co.,  and  there  was  no  necessity  to  give  him  notice  of  its 
dishonour.  See  Swinyard  v.  Bowes,  5  M.  ft  S.,  6S. ;  Van 
Wart  V.  Wocley,  3  B.  ft  C,  4S9.  In  SmiA  ▼.  Mercer,  the  ques* 
tion  was  raised  whether,  ,under  the  circumstances  of  that 
case,  recourse  could  be  had  to  the  defendant  It  Was  an  action 
for  goods  sold,  which  were  to  be  paid  for  "  by  cash  or  approved 
banker's  bills."  The  defendant  sent  the  cash  for  the  goods  to 
his  broker  within  the  time  named,  who  instead  of  paying  it 
over  to  the  plaintiff,  obtained  a  bill  of  exchange  from  a 
banking  company,  which  he  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff.  The 
bank  from  whom  the  bill  tea?  obtained  failed  and  the  drawees 
declined  to  accept  Notice  of  dishonour  was  given  by  the 
holders  to  the  plaintiff,  the  \>roker  and  the  blinking  companyi 
but  no  notice  was  given  to  the  defendant,  who  was  not  awai^e 
until  applied  to  by  the  plaintiff  that  t!be  latter  had  not  been 
paid.  The  Court  hdd  that  as  plaintiff  might  have  insisted 
on  the  defendi^ts  indorsing  the  bills,  their  liability  was  the 
same  as  if  they  had  indorsed,  and  they  were  therefore  dis* 
charged  because  they  had  not  received  due  notice  of  dishonour 
The  circumstances  of  that  case  were  very  different  from  the 
present  Here  there  was  no  indorsement  of  the  note  taken 
from  il.  <£'  Co,^  and  no  necessity  for  notice  of  dishonour  to 
defendant,  who  has  sustained  no  loss  for  want  of  such  notice. 

I  am  of  opinion,  on  full  consideration  of  this  case,  that 
the  verdict  cannot  be  sustained,  and  that  the  rule  nisi  for  a 
new  trial  ought  to  be  made  absolute  with  c^ts. 


$4  MARTIN    V.   TATLOB. 


MARTIN  V.  TAYLOR 

hanankSiTB  terrtiit,  vklte  drirtay  «i  a  n|iU  past  on  tkt  vronir  tU*  c^  Mm  nwd,  cmm 
lBtocol1likMWlllipl*latir«lMtM,irbM«by|iliiiilif  «Ml«Jiin&  11i«»  b#i«  ao  oootHbii- 
iMj  iM^lgwm  M  tkt  pMi  of  phMff. 

A#M,  ttu»4Moii4AiiiWMH«Mt^ 


McCuLLT»  J.,  now*  (August  5th,  1872,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court: — 

This  was  an  action  by  plaintiff  against  defendant  for  the 
negligent  driving  of  a  horse  and  carriage  by  defendant's  servant 
whereby  plaintiff  was  injured,  &c  It  was  tried  before  Mr. 
Justice  DesBarre$,  and  a  verdict  of  $10  given  in  favor  of 
plaintiff*.  Djfendant  obUtinsJ  a  rule  nisi  to  set  this  verdict 
aside,  which  was  ai^ued  before  Justices  DesBan'es,  Ritdiie 
and  McCidly, 

At  the  close  of  plaintiff's  case  defendant's  counsel  had 
moved  for  a  nonsuit,  which  was  denied.  On  a  careful  exami- 
nation of  the  plaintiff^s  case,  I  think  the  learned  Judge  exer- 
cised a  sound  discretion  in  refusing  the  nonsuit,  and  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion  that  if  he  bad  nonsuited  the  plaintiff  there 
would  have  existed  grounds  for  setting  the  nonsuit  aside  and 
ordering  a  new  triaL 

The  testimony  of  defendant's  w:itnes8es  wad  in  many 
respects  contradictory,  and  in  almost  every  respect  inconsistent 
and  irreconcilable  with  that  of  pluntiff^s  witnesses.  The 
learned  Judge  put  this  fairly  to  the  jury,  and  I  do  not  find 
any  reason  for  complaint  as  regards  the  way  in  which  he 
stated  the  law  to  them.  The  defemlant's  servant  was  passing 
up  west  on  the  right  hand  side  of  the  centre  of  Sprvng  Garden 
road  with  a  carriage  at  a  nipid  pace,  at  least  seven  miles  oer 
hour,  perhaps  more;  sbtne  one  of  pUuntift's  witnesses  say 
11  or  12.  Plaintiff's  milkman  was  going  south  on  Dresden 
Row,  which  crosses  Spring  Garden  road  at  right  angles.  At 
the  point  of  junction,  and  just  as  plaintiff^s  horse  had  reached 
Spring  Garden  road  and  was  beginning  to  crosai,  the  two 
horses  came  in  contact  According  to  the  statutory  law  of 
this  Province,  defendant  being  to  the  right  of  the  centre  of 
the  street  was  on  the  wrong  side  of  the  road.  In  Chaplin  v. 
Bawee,  3  C  &  P.|  554,  it  is  laid  down  by  JPest,  and  approved 
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by  text  writers,  that,  "  though  the  rule  of  the  i-oatl  is  not  to 
bo  adhei-ed  to  if  by  departing  fi-om  it  an  injury  can  be  avoided, 
yet  where  parties  meet  on  the  sudden,  and  an  injury  results, 
the  party  on  the  wrong  side  should  be  held  answerable,  unless 
it  appears  clearly,  that  the  party  on  the  right  had  ample 
means  and  opportunity  to  prevent  it."  Assuming  this  to  be 
the  law,  it,  I  think,  concludes  the  defendant. 

As  regards  contributory  negligence,  and  whether  there 
was  any  or  no  on  the  part  of  plaintiff',  that  was  fairly  put  by  the 
Judge,  and  i  ts  consequences  explaineil  to  the  jury,  and  they 
have  by  their  verdict  negatived  it.  Because,  as  said  by' 
Pollock  in  Williams  v.  Richards,  3  C.  &  K.,  82,  the  injury  to 
plaintiff  must  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence 
only,  without  the  negligence  of  plaintiff'  contributing  in  any 
way  to  the  accident." 

Upon  examining  the  leailing  cases,  and  carefully  consider- 
ing those  cited  on  the  argument,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is 
no  ground  for  disturbing  the  verdict  in  this  case,  and  the  rule 
nisi  must  thei*efore  be  discharged. 


OVERSEERS  OF  POOR  v.  McLELLAN. 

On  Ml  appUctttlon  for  an  order  of  flNatlon,  thoro  was  no  clear  aUiiiiiwiuii  o:\  tlic  iiart  of  tlio 
nputed  fMlMT,  and  no  fact  of  luturoovna  swum  lo  excefit  by  tho  iiiutiicr,  whow  uviilence  woa 
ihakan  in  laanjr  eaaential  polntfa.  Hie  conviction  wm  ^ua•httll  on  apfinl,  aiut  a  new  trial 
fiMited. 

Sib  W.  Younq,  C.  J.,  now,  (August  5  th.  1872.)  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  Court: — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  filiation  tried  before 
Mr.  Justice  Dodil,  at  Pictou,,  in  Jane,  1871,  under  circum- 
stances of  an  unusual  kind.  The  defendant  is  a  married  man, 
occupying  a  respectable  position  in  society,  and  the  mother  is  of 
tender  age  brought  up  in  his  house  from  childhood,  and,  if 
she  were  seduced  by  him,  must  be  regarded  as  tho  victim  of  a 
more  than  ordinary  licentiousness.  It  is  not  to  be  wondered 
at,  therefore,  that  the  trial  and  the«i^imentbcfoi'e  us  showed 
a  strong  feeling  in  the  defendant  and  his  counsel.    This  was 


96        OVERSEERS   OF    POOR   v.    IffcLELLAN. 

aggravs^tcd  by  the  faqt  that  the  girl  in  the  first  instance 
charge«I  another  party  with  being  the  father  in  the  form 
iXHiuirotl  by  tha  "statute,  and  that  she  now  alleges  that  the  fintt 
oath  waft  ni<ide  falsely  at  the  instance  of  defendant  and  his 
wife,  all  of  which  they  deny.  They  mast  be  admitted,  how- 
ever, to  have  comnutied  themselves  by  some  imprudences, 
which  donlitless  induced  the  jury  to,  sustain  the  order  of  filia- 
tion  by  a  majority  of  seven  out  of  nine.  , 

With  these  facts  the  case  demands  an  investigation  of  the 
principles  that  should  guide  us  in  a  case  of  bastaixly  in 
awarding  Or  rejecting  a  motion  for  a  new  trial.  It  does  not 
depend  upon  the  ordinary  rules  which  render  us  so  unwilling 
to  set  axide  a  verdict  upon  the  mere  weight  of  evidence,  but 
upon  the  nature  of  the  charge,  and  the  way  in  which  our  own 
Legislature  ami  that  of  the  mother  country  have  regarded  it. 

Our  original  Bastardy  Act  and  the  decisions  of  tkis  Court, 
treated  such  an  appeal  as  a  criminal  inquiry,  (see  also  Bex  v. 
Aixlier,  8  T.  R.,  270,)  and  the  reputed  father  was  not  admitted 
as  a  witness.  The  unsupported  evidence  of  the  mother, 
therefore,  was  sufficient  to  convict  him.  This  was  opposed 
both  to  the  spirit  and  the  letter  of  Englisit  legislation.  It  is 
enacted  by  the  Imperial  Statutes.  7  &8  Vie.,  chap.  101,  sec  3, 
and  8  &  0  Vic,  chap.  10,  sec  0,  that  before  an  order  of  filia- 
tion can  be  matte,  the  evidence  of  the  mother  must  be  corro- 
borated in  some  material  particular  by  other  testimony,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Justices.  '*  This  rule,"  says  layl-or  in  his 
work  on  Ecidevve,  sec  702,  "  has  been  wisely  established  in 
order  to  protect  men  from  itccusations  which  profligate, 
designing,  interested  women  might  easily  make,  and  which, 
however  false,  it  might  be  extremely  difficult  to  disprove.** 
There  are  several  decisions  in  England  on  what  is  to  be 
accounted  material  evidence,  and  on  the  form  tad  contents  of 
the  order.  See  the  Digest  of  MagiM^*ate$*  Cases,  7-8;  the 
case  of  UoJges,  2L.T.  R.,  N. a,  190 ;  Reg.  v.  Read,  0  Ad«& El., 
619 ;  and  the  Act 

Our  own  Revised  Statutes,  9rd  series,  have  to  some  extent 
adoptefl  these  principles.  Chapter  91,  it  is  true,  does  not 
in  terms  require  corroborative  evidence  of  the  charge,  but  it 
permits  the  reputed  father  to  give  evidence,  and  directs  in 
section  0  that  on  appeal  "  the  whole  matter  may  be  heard  and 
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tried  by  a  jury  as  a  civil  action."  Where  the  mother,  thcre- 
foie,  and  the  reputed  father  are  both  examined  and  directly 
contradict  each  other,  and  there  is  no  sufficient  corroboration 
of  the  charge,  the  onlinary  rule  to  some  extent  would  seem  to 
apply,  and  it  is  a  hard  thing  to  sustain  a-  conviction  under 
these  circumstances,  affecting  the  domestic  peace  and  the 
social  standing  of  the  accused. 

The  present  law  was  obviously  modified  for  the  protection 
of  the  party  charged,  but  it  would  operate  very  differently  as 
I'egards  this  defendant  Formerly  be  could  only  'have  been 
convicted  by  an  unanimous  verdict  of  twelve,  now  he  is  con- 
victed by  seven  out  of  nine«  after  being  heard  himself,  too, 
under  oath,  and  with  a  charge  of  subornation  of  perjury,  on 
the  part  of  the  girl.  I  forbear  from  going  into  the  mass  of 
testimony  on  the  trial.  There  were  several  things  done  by 
the  defendant  which  it  is  difficult  to  explain, — a  want  of 
firmness,  of -consistent  and  indignant  denial, — which  must 
have  injured  him  with  the  jury.  But  there  is  no.  clear 
admission,  and  no  fact  of  intercourse  sworn  to  except  by  the 
girl,  whose  evidence  is  shaken  in  many  essential  points. 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  we  think  that  in  establishing  this 
verdict  we  nyight  be  setting  a  dangerous  precedent,  and  lest 
we  should  be  doing  the  defendant  an  injustice,  we  shall  grant 
him  a  new  trial,  but  we  do  not  think  him  entitled  to  costs. 


BANE  OF  BRITISH  NORTH  AMERICA  v.  BUDD  £T  al. 


Swimi  lis,  pfcaptw  ISA,  JtorfMl  Ste^artM^  <Svd  Serial)  in  raleranM  to  JofmlMruT  UISmvuI 
I  of  IB  actioa  In  Om  hmm  ■oiti  apiiUm  only  tn  dvil  iiilu  ftiid  bot  to  pmuomUngii  of  a 
afand  dTfl  and  crimlaal  Batun. 

PWBtttr»fiMrtlioo«nil«MMlDlloiri:  *'TlMttlMMUbinoftxclMiiftandproinlitonrDOtM 
akota  doduwl  «||0o  wart  dlaoomitod  kgr  tbo  pUintiS,  uiii  ibt  monay  advnnoMl  to  the  didnMlMit 
Ihmlor  WW  ap  advuictd  apoQ  tlir  inwawntatlon  of  the  mid  T.  O.  Budd,  thai  tho  aaU  flna  of 
Wak  U  Dodga  acck,  iha-ddaodaaH  kad  aaata la  a  laifa  ainouot  ovar  and  nbofa  all  thdr 
iadcMadaaai  aft  tba  tfna  nid  advaaeai  waia  Diada,  a&d  tba  pladiOllb' lay  Uutt  in  tntth  aad  In  fltei 
tkaMidWm.L.OodfaaOB.,tbadifaiidaata,hadiioaiMli  aiMta.  aa  the  Mid  T.  O.  Budd  voll 
r.aadtlMMiddalmdaataoMaSnadtlMdiaeoantaiidadTaBaaadaalaiadaiiaii  h$  falMaiid 


JTaU,  tad  aa  dnwvar.  lal,  kaeaiM  a  dlTMl  aDan  ttMt  BwM  oMalood  tlM  dlaooont  and 
MtlMMn  Md  Mia  dadaiad  i«qq,  wtth  laiaal  to  datmnd  tba  idalutlli ;  ted. 
ildldMlalla|aUMiltlMdabllndiiulbaaopald,aBd9id,  baaama  U  did  aol  aUaga 
Un  ufcaaa  <iamd  i^pdaal  m  aal  aomMltlajt  ly  Badd  to  ba  aontwqr  lo  tlw  Hamta^ 
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Desrarrks,  J.,  now,  (August  5th,   1872,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court: — 

Deiniirrcr  to  the  fourth  count  of  plaintifTs  writ  or  declara- 
tion l»v  Thomas^  G.  Budd,  one  of  the  defendants.  The  first 
count  is  on  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  William  L.  Dodge  <t 
Co,  ou  Thowas  G.  Budd  for  8650  in  favor  of  G,  P.  Black,  and 
by  ]i\m  cndorsiMl  to  plaintiff.  The  second  is  a  promissory  note 
drnwn  by  Win,  Z.  Dodge  ct  Co.  payable  to  T.  (?.  Bttdd,{oT 
?1'>00,  and  by  Budd  endorsed  to  plaintiff.  The  third  is  on  a 
noto  drawn  l»y  John  Modicr  payable  to  Wm.  L.  Dodge  is  Co., 
for  82f)5.S7,  and  by  thorn  endorsed  to  plainiit!.  And  the 
fourth  and  last  count,  framed  under  section  92  of  the 
l)in(Jtrrtt  Act  iff  Donniiion,  of  18G9,  is  in  these  words:  "That 
the  said  bill  of  exchan:^©  antl  promissory  notes  above  declared 
upon  were  diseounted  by  the  plaintiff, and  the  money  ailvanced 
to  the  defendant  therefor  was  so  advanced  upon  the  repre- 
sentation of  the  sai<l  T.  G.  Budd  that  the  said  tirm  of  Wm,  L, 
Dodge  i(-  Co..  the  defendants,  had  assets  to  a  large  amount 
over  and  above  all  their  injlebtedness  at  the  time  said  advances 
were  made,  and  the  plaintiffs  sa}-  that  in  truth  and  in  fact  the 
said  W)i),  L.  Dodge  c(r  Co.,  the  defendants,  had  no  such  assets, 
an  the  ^aid  1\  (r.  Budd  well  knew,  and  the  said  defendants 
obtair.ed  the  discount  an«l  advances  declared  upon  by  false 
and  frivolous  represen tuitions,  and  under  false  pretences." 

To  this  count  there  are  no  less  than  eleven  different 
grounds  of  dennnrer  pleaded  by  Thovxas  G,  Budd,  to  all  of 
which  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer.  It  is  enough  to  notice  those 
onlv  on  which  the  defendant  relied  at  the  ari]rnuient  before 
Mr.  Justice  WilkiiUi,  Mr.  Justice  McCulhj,  and  myself,  during 
the  present  term.  From  the  sixth  and  following  grounds  of 
denun*rer  it  will  be  at  once  perceived  that  this  is  an  action  of 
a  novel  and  mixed  chamcter,  being  in  fact  a  civil  and  criminal 
prooectling  combine4],  in  which  it  is  sought  to  recover  against 
the  two  defendants  jointly  the  amount  of  the  bill  of  e^cchange 
and  notes  sued  for,  and  at  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  suit 
to  proceed  against  Thomas  G,  Budd  only,  under  .section  92  of 
\ho  hii^ohnit  Act  oilS69,  for  fraud,  for  which  if  convicted 
be  wotdd  be  liable  to  be  and  might  be  imprisoned  for  a  period 
not   exceeding   two  years.      This  being  as  we  thought  an 


AUGUST,   1871  M 

anomalous  proceeding,  my  learned  brethren  and  myself  were 
anxious  to  be  furnished  with  some  authority  or  precedent  for 
it,  pointing  out  the  mode  and  manner  by  which  such  an 
action  can  be  tried ;  but  no  precedent  or  authority  has  been 
fumbhed,  and  we  are  therefore  left  to  exercise  our  own  judg- 
ment and  form  our  own  opinion  in  the  matter. 

It  is  true  under  section  119  of  chapter  134,  jR.  S.,  different 
causes  of  action  of  whatever  kind,  except  local,  may  be  joined 
in  the  same  suit,  provided  they  be  by  and  against  the  same 
parties  and  in  the  same  rijofhts;  but  this  applies  only  to  civil 
auits,  and  not  to  a  mixed  proceeding  like  this ;  besides  it  is 
not  against  the  same  parties.  Having  no  precedent  and  no 
information  as  to  the  mode  by  which  the  provision  of  section 
92  of  the  Insdmnt  Act  of  18G9  is  carried  out  elsewhere,  we 
«ee  serious  difficulties  in  the  plaintiffs'  way  in  this,  case,  and 
are  at  a  Ices  to  know  how  a  civil  suit  against  both  defendants, 
and  a  criminal  or  qucui  criminal  proceeding  against  one  of 
the  defendants  only^  can  be  prosecuted  at  one  and  the  same 
time  in  this  Court  We  might  ask,  and  we  did  ask  at  the 
argumenti  how  the  juty  was  to  be  empannelled  and  sworn 
and  the  verdict  to  be  taken,  and  in  what  manner  and  form  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  was  to  be  entered  up  and  enforced,  but 
we  did  not  receive  satisfactory  answers  to  these  queiitions.  It 
is  right  to  say  thisi  that  we  entertuned  doubts  at  the  argu- 
ment^ which  have  not  since  been  removed,  as  to  the  practi- 
cability of  proceeding  under  section  92  of  the  Insolvewt  Act 
of  18^  in  the  form  adopted  here ;  but  we  are  not  drawn  to 
the  necessity  of  expressing,  and  in  the  absence  of  information 
we  oi:^ht  to  have,  we  desire  it  to  be  understood  that  we  do 
not  now  express  any  opinion  on  that  point.  Apart  from,  and 
independent  of  the  doubts  we  have  expressed  in  relation  to 
the  form  of  proceeding,  and  assuming  that  the  plaintiffs  may 
proceed  against  both  defendants  jointly  for  tlie  recovery  of  his 
ilebt,  and  ligainst  one  defendant  separately  for  fraud  in  the 
aame  snit^  we  are  all  of  opinion,  upon  the  ground  of  mis- 
joinder, and  also  on  the  following  grounds,  via.^  that  the 
fourth  connt  of  the  declaration  which  is  demurred  to  Is  bad, 
firsts  because  it  does  not  allege  that  Thjomaa  G.  Budd 
obliined  the  discount  and  advances  of  money  on  the  bill  of 
axehanigs  and  notes  declared  apon  with  the  intent  to  defraud 
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the  plaintifTs ;  secondly,  because  it  does  not  allege  tbat  the 
debt  has  not  been  paid,  and  thirdly,  that  it  does  not  allege 
that  the  offence  charged  against,  or  act  committed  by  TkcmcLB 
0.  Buddf  is  contrary  to  the  statute.  On  last  ground  see 
6  Q.  B.,  100;  2  East.,  83S.  We  ara  all  opinion,  therefore, 
that  there  must  be  judgment  for  tbe  defendantsw 
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PLAnmm  tatofed  ttnlr  vmnI  wKh  dnhodukU  on  tliM,  th«  ptXkj  being  iftiifted  to  be 
•  *  tigiAnU  total  !«■  but  inbjwl  to  |«itf«]  wmntn,"  and  alto  oootafalng  tba  follovtiv  ipaola} 
daQM,  Til. :  <*  tbal  tba  acta  of  the  aarared  ar  asswait  in  icatarlng ,  aavlnf  and  piaanrriag  tbe 
property  Inaared  in  baaa  ol  dlwatec  aball  not  be  eouMered  a  waiver  or  aeeeplanot  ef  tbe 
abandonneut.**  Tbe  veteel  vai  atiaaded  tn  St  Joba  barbear,  and,  after  a  oarefol  and  cook 
patent  ennrey,  declared  to  be  ao  nracb  dunaged  aa  to  be  not  woiib  rqwirlng,  and  tbe  phinHSb 
tbereupon  gave  notlee  ef  abaadonment  to  the  delandaata  and  ordered  a  eale  ef  tbie  aUp.  Tbe 
def endanta  eent  an  agent  to  tbe  apoi  vbo  roeeeeded  bi  a  Iltv  daya  hi  havhig  tbe  ablp  floated 
and  pkwed  in  a  litvation  to  be  repaired,  whereupon  tbiQr  notifled  tbe  phdotUb  tbat  tbay 
deeUned  to  accept  tbe  atandomnent,  and  leqaiied  tbe  phdntiffi  to  take  tbe  vial  and  repair 
her.  Tbe  phdntlffi,  however,  proceeded  witb  tbe  eaK  and  the  ebip  wna  boogbt  in  by  tbe 
defendantCr  regieterad  In  tbe  nana  of  their  agent  and  repaired  and  navtgatod  at  tbelr  ooat 
and  lor  their  benefit  for  two  yeaia.   PUintHBi  dalned  lor  a  totalloiB. 

ITeld,  tbaftaltbongbUwaonotanabaohitobnta  eonetendlve  total  loai,  notice  of  aban- 
donment having  been  duly  given,  the  ttabOlty  of  delmdanto  attaohed : 

Tbat.no  apecial  flbrm  of  notice  of  dbandonaenl  waa  ra^iired  provided  Che  intonttcB  to 
abandon  waa  dearly  nuule  om  i 

Tbat  as  tbe  phdntlA  had  aded  vpon  tbe  JndgBMni  d  coaipetent  eorvayon  tbat  tbe 
veeael  was  not  worth  repairing,  and'npon  their  own  batmJUU  opinion,  thef  wo  jaettted  la 
tbe  abandonnient  and  eale  of  the  veenl  i 

And  finally  that  althoogh  if,  ander'tbe  speehd  efamae  In  the  pollej  the  deleadaali^  after 
repalHng  tbe  tbe  ablp  bbd  tendered  bar  back  to  tbe  pbdntMEa  the  tatter  wooM  have  been 
lioond  to  accept  her,  yet  not  having  done  eo  but  retafaied  her  for  tbelr  own  benefit  tb«y  mnat 
lie  held  to  have  accepted  the  abaadoameati  and  aaoet  therafore  pay  to  plaiatili  the  fitU 
amount  of  thoir  claim. 

Young,  C.J.,  now,  (December  Srd,  1872.)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Conrtr — 

This  is  a  case  of  marine  insurance  which  has  been  twice 
tried  at  Tarmouih,  and  on  the  second  trial  before  Mr.  Justice 
McCxiUy  in  September,  1871,  the  plaintiffs,  after  the^  examina- 
tion of  about  forty  witnesses,  obtained  a  verdict  for  the  full 
amount  of  their  claim  with  interest  Several  l^gal  questions 
of  great  interedt  aix)se  upon  the  trial,  which  were  aigued  before 
Judges  DeaBai^'es  and  MeCuUy,  and  myself,  in  July,  and  to 
which  I  have  given  an  attentive  consideration,  the  more  so 
as  some  of  them  are  new  and  hitherto  undecided  in  this  Court 
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The  insurance  was  on  the  barque  Eliza  Tonng,  of  the 
burthen  of  530  tons,  owned  by  the  plaintiSs,  valued  in  the 
policy  at  $13,000,  and  insured  by  the  defendant  and  his  asso- 
ciates for  $6000,  there  being  another  insurance  of  like  amount 
with  the  Marine  Association,  also  of  Tarmouth.  There  was 
likewise  an  insurance  with  the  *  defendant  and  others  on 
freight,  which  does  not  enter  into  the  pi*esent  case.  The 
policy  on  the  ship  was  agaiast  time,  from  September,  1SG6,  to 
September,  18(57,  and  was  "  against  total  loss  but  subject  to 
general  average."  Besides  the  usual  labor  and  saving  clause 
common  to  English  and  American  policies,  it  contained  what 
is  known  as  the  Boston  clause,  because  in  use  there  for  many 
years,  **  that  the  acts  of  the  assured  or  assurers  in  restoring, 
saving  and  preserving  the  property  insured,  in  case  of  disaster, 
shall  not  be  considered  a  waiver  or  acceptance  of  the  aban- 
donment." 

The  writ  is  in  the  usual  form,  claiming  as  for  a  total  loss, 
and  the  only  material  pleas  are  the  fourth  and  fifth,  denying 
such  loss.  There  was  no  proof  under  the  sixth,  imputing 
misconduct  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  no  allegation  of  unseawor- 
thiness, over-valuation,  or  fraud. 

In  MarA,  1867,  the  vessel  sailed  from  St  John,  IT.  B.,  for 
DuMin  with  a  cat^o  cf  deals,  and  on  the  same  day  was 
stranded  in  the  harbor  near  Navy  Island.  Two  of  the  port- 
wardens  examined  her  several  times  as  she  lay  between  the 
8th  and  the  14th  March,  and  on  the  latter  day,  combined 
with  three  ship-builders  in  a  final  survey,  dcclaiing  that  in 
their  opinion  the  ship  was  so  much  damaged  that  she  was  not 
worth  repairing,  and  that  it  was  for  the  interest  of  all  con- 
cerned that  she  should  be  sold.  They  signed  a  further  certi- 
ficate of  the  value  of  the  ship  as  she  then  lay,  which  they 
computed  as  worth  $2000  and  no  more.  Information  of  these 
facts  having  been  sent  by  telegram  to  Yarmouth,  the  plaintiffs 
on  the  15th  of  March  addressed  the  followinor  notice  to  the 
defendant's  company : — 

**  Yarmouth,  loth  Mardi,  1SG7. 

"  The  barque  Eliza  Fouiijr, having  been  reported  condemned, 
and  to  be  sold  in  ^t  John,  N,  B,,  and  being  insured  in  your 
oflSee  for  the  sum  of  56000  on  hull  and  materials,  and  the 
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sum  of  $2400  on  freight  from  8t  John  to  DtMi^n,  we  tbere^ 

fore,  abandon  her  to  the  underwriters,  and  claim  total  loss  of 

both  vessel  and  freight 

"  John  Touno, 

**  For  adf  and  co-awnen. 

'*  To  tht  dir«€ton  of  iho  Atlantio  liuvraBOO  ComiNUijr.'' 

One  of  the  plaintiffs  thereupon  proceeded  to  St.  John,  and 
the  Company  sent  also  an  agent  on  their  behalf,  and  various 
negotiations  took  place  there  without  any  arrangement  being 
effected.  On  the  I5th  March  the  two  companies  combined 
in  a  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  that  they  had  telegraphed  io  St. 
John  forbidding  the  sale  until  their  agent  arrived ;  and  on 
the  29th  March,  the  ship  having  by  that  time  been  floated  by 
their  agent  and  placed  in  a  situation  to  be  repaired,  the 
defendant's  company  notified  the  plaintiffs  that  the  directors 
declined  to  accept  the  notice  of  aliandonment,  and  considered 
it  the  plaintiffs'  duty  to  take  charge  of  the  ship,  and  repair 
her.  The  ship,  however,  was  sold  by  order  of  Baher,  but  od 
what  day  does  not  appear,  and  she  was  bought  in  for  the  Xwo 
companies,  registered  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Ryer$on,  their  agent,, 
and  repaired,  and  navigated  at  their  cost  and  for  their  benefit. 
This  is  an  extraordiqary  feature  of  the  ease,  unknown  io 
Taitnouth,  except  by  the  directors  or  part  of  them  as  stated 
in  the  Judge's  charge,  until  the  recent  trial,  and  having,  as 
must  be  conceded,  a  material  bearing  upon  the  issue.  The 
results  of  this  speculation  were  by  no  means  encouraging. 
The  cost  of  removing  the  ship  to  a  place  of  safety  was  $779. 
The  repairs  cost  with  disbursements  S7499,  except,  the 
minutes  say,  *'  the  expense  of  getting  her  off  the  rocks  and 
the  purchase  of  the  hull  and  materials.**  At  another  place 
the  expenses  are  stated  at  S5857  not  including  purdiase. 
There  is  some  obscurity  in  these  statements,  and  we  are 
unable  to  check  them  by  the  accounts.  But  the  result  is 
clear  enough.  The  vessel  was  ultimately  sold  by  the  two 
companies  two  years  after  the  disaster  for  $8000,  with  a  loss 
of  S3000  divided  between  them. 

At  the  trial  the  attention  of  the  Jury  was  called  principally 
to  two  points, — the  alleged  acceptance  of  the  abandonment 
by  the  defendant's  company  as  presumable  from  their  acta, 
and  the  value  of  the  vessel  as  she  lay  on  the  rodcs^  anci 
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ivhether  she  was  then  worth  the  cost  of  repair.  Both  those 
questions  were  left  open  to  the  jury,  with  a  strong  leaning  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  several  other  points  arose  upon 
the  argument  which  we  must  also  inquire  into. 

It  was  urged  that  this  being^  an  insurance  against  total 
loss,  the  defendant's  liability  attached  oqly  upon  an  absolute, 
and  not  upon  a  conKtructive  total  loss.  I  had  occasion  to 
look  into  this  point  in  my  recent  judgment  in  Morton  v. 
PatiUo,  ante  p.  17,  and  adhere  to  the  opinion  I  then  gave,  which 
is  fortified  both  by  an  Avierican  and  an  Engliaft  case  not 
then  cited.  In  the  elaborate  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Story  in 
Peele  v.  Mercliant^*  Insurance  Company,  3  Mason,  40,  he 
says :  '*  A  total  loss  in  contemplation  of  law  does  not  neces- 
sarily suppose  the  actual  destruction  of  the  thing  insured. 
It  may  technically  exist  when  the  thing  is  in  safety,  but  is 
for  the  time  being  lost  to  the  owner,  or  taken  from  his  fi*ee 
use  and  possession.  In  one  of  the  latest  cases  decided  by 
Lord  Ellenborougkt  he  observed,  that  the  mere  restitution  of 
the  hull,  if  the  plaintiff  eventually  pay  more  for  it  than  it  is 
worth,  is  not  a  circumstance  by  which  thB  totality  of  the 
loss  is  reduced  to  an  average  loss.  I  think,  therefore,"  says 
Judge  Story,  "  that  it  may  be  assumed  as  a  position  not  now 
controverted,  that  the  existence  of  the  ship  does  not  prevent 
the  loss  from  being  considered  total  to  the  owne; ."  In  the 
case  of  Adanis  v.  McKenzle,  in  the  Common  Pler^s,  7  L.  T. 
Reps.,  N.  S.,  711,  13  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  442,  where  the  ship  was 
insured  against  total  loss  only,  there  was  a  constructive  total 
loss  with  a  notice  of  abandonment ;  this  was  licid  to  amount 
substantially  to  a  total  lass,  though  the  ship  was  ultiinati'ly 
repaired  and  sold.  "  If  the  parties  intended,'*  said  ^VU^ia)lHi, 
J.,  *'only  to  insure  against  thi3  absoltite  and  total  physical 
destruction  of  the  ship,,  they  should  have  exprcssoil  thcinselvt^s 
in  different  language."  See  also  G  Moove%  P.  C.  C\  N.  S...  304. 
This  point,  therefore,  may  be  consi«lercd  as  scttkul. 

The  next  objection  was  to  the  form  of  abamlonmcnt, 
which  for  that  reason  I  liave  set  out  at  larire.  The  rule  was 
cited  from  2  Pnvsuns  on  hmurance,  172,  that  an  aban<lon- 
ment  should  state  substantiallv  the  grounds  on  which  it  is 
made,  and  the  cause  stated  must  be  a  peril  within  tiie  policy. 
In  Peirce  v.  Ocemi  Insurance  Co,,  18  Pick.,  83,  it  was  statiMl 
that  the  vessel  had  been  damaged,  condemned  and  sold,  but 
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the  abftiuTonmcnt  was  held  to  be  insafficient,  Shaw,  C.J.» 
•ayii\g:  *1t  has  alreaily  been  menlioneJ  as  a  requisite  to  a 
good  a1iasirlf>ninent,  that  it  must  state  the  reasons  and  grounds 
upon  wliidi  a  total  loss  is  claimed."  So  held  also  by  Curtis,  J^ 
in  a  case  where  the  vessel  was  stated  to  have  been  condemned. 
Some  exceptions,  however,  to  the  rule,  are  mentioned  in  the 
note  to  Parsmis,  and  we  have  never  acted  on  it  in  tliis  Court. 
Where  the  facts  are  known  or  may  be  a.iceitained  by  corres- 
pondence Of  telegrams,  so  strict  a  rule  would  be  a  sacrifice  of 
sulistance  to  fo^^ra.  It  is  contrary,  too,  to  the  spirit  of  Englith 
docisioas.  Some  of  these  I  reviewed  in  my  judgment  in 
Moiion  V.  Putillo,  already  referred  to,  from  which  it  appeared 
that  no  special  form  of  abandonment  was  prescribed  by  law 
or  ut^age,  and  that  it  might  even  be  verbal.  I  have  since 
fallen  ia  with  the  case  of  Currie  v.  Bombay  Native  Inmr- 
ance  CfmfKtny,  on  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council,  22  L.  T.  R., 
N.  S.,  917,  where  the  appellants  wrote  to  the  underwriters, 
stating  that  the  ship  was  a  total  wreck,  and  giving  notice 
that  they  should  claim  payment  of  the  policies.  The  Recorder 
of  Rnfigoon  had  held  the  notice  insufficient,  but  was  over- 
ruled by  their  lordships.  "  The  case/*  said  Lord  Chdmaford^ 
"  upon  which  the  Recorder  founded  his  judgment  was  the 
Nisi  Prius  case  of  Paitneter  v.  TtyJIiunter,  1  Camp.,  541,  in 
which  Lord  EUn^tnyivugh  held  that  the  abandonment  must 
ha  express  and  direct,  and  thought  the  word  *  abandon '  must 
be  used  to  render  it  effectual.  But  whatever  strictne&s  of 
construction  might  have  been  applied  to  notices  of  abandon- 
ment in  former  times,  it  never  could  have  been  absolutely 
necessary  to  use  the  technical  word  *  abandon,' — any  equivalent 
expressions  which  informed  the  underwriters  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  in»ure<l  to  give  up  to  them  the  property 
insured  upon  the  ground  of  its  having  been  totally  lost  must 
always  have  been  sufficient."  Upon  this  rational  rule,  the 
notice  in  the  case  in  hand  cannot,  I  think,  be  assailed. 

And  this  brings  ns  to  one  of  the  main  qnestions,  the  right 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  abandon  the  ship  as  she  lay  after  the  sur- 
vey or  condemnation  of  14th  March,  Tt  Is  in  proof  that  the 
ship  shortly  after  was  got  off,  and  it  is  an  unavoidable  infer 
ence.  too,  that  she  was  repaired  so  as  to  be  accounted  sea- 
worthy, and  to  be  navigable  for  several  years,  up  to  1871  at 
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all  events,  at  a  cost  less  than  her  value  when  repaired.  The 
exact  cost  we  have  no  means  of  computing,  but  it  was  less 
than  her  value, — it  would  not  have  much  exceeded  half  her 
value  when  completed.  Did  a  probable  loss,  then,  founded  on 
the  judgment  of  competent  Aurveyoi*s,  and  on  the  bona  fide 
opinion,  as  wc  must  assume,  of  the  insured,  jui^tify  an  aban- 
donment and  sale  of  the  vessel,  and  impose  a  liability  as  for  a 
total  loss  on  the  defendant  ? 

Before  examining  this  very  important  and  very  difficult 
point,  we  must  call  to  mind  a  material  difierence  between  the 
English  and  American  rule,  the  latter  'permitting  an  aban- 
donment where  the  cost  of  repair  would  exceed  half  the  value, 
and  being,  therefore,  much  more  favorable  to  the  assured. 
Keeping  this  in  view  let  us  again  turn  to  the  case  of  Peirce 
V.  Merchants'  Insu/rance  Co.  '*  The  right  of  abandonment,'* 
said  Judge  Story  (fol.  61),  "  must  depend  upon  the  facts  and 
the  judgment  upon  these  facts,  at  the  time  when  it  is  made. 
If  the  facts  then  present  a  case  of  extreme  hazard  and  of 
probable  expenses  exceeding  half  the  value  of  the  ship,  the 
party  may  abandon,  although  in  the  event  it  turn  out  that 
the  ship  is  gotten  otf  at  a  less  expense."  And  ho  cites 
Fontaine  v.  Pho^ix  Insurance  Co.,  11  Johns.  R.,  293,  and 
Anderson  v.  WaUis,  2  Maule  &  Selwyn»  240-248.  An  abso- 
lute total  loss  is  not  necessary  to  justify  an  abandonment.  It 
is  sufficient,  if  at  the  time  it  be  in  the  highest  degree  probable 
to  sound  judgment  acting  upon  all  the  facts.  In  the  forcible 
language  of  Lord  EUenhorough  in  the  case  of  Anderson  v. 
WaUis,  an  abandonment  is  never  to  be  authorized,  except 
when  at  the  time  the  loss  was  actually  total  or  in  the  highest 
degree  probable ;  and  if  we  analyze  the  cases  that  settle  the 
law  that  now  prevails  in  England,  we  shall  find  that  it  is 
this  principle  that  runs  through,  explains  and  justifies  them 
alL  I  shall  cite  also  on  this  bead  a  (»se  from  16  lUinois 
Reps,,  235,  which  t  find  in  the  case  of  the  Baton  from  Mis- 
souri, reported  in  24  £.  T.  Reps.,  N.  S.,  44,  where  the  Court, 
after  a  very  free  discussion  of  the  subject,  held  that  the  right 
to  abandon  mast  be  determined  by  the  judgment  of  experts 
applied  to  the  condition  of  the  vessel  at  the  time  of  abandon- 
ment; and  although  the  eost  of  saving  and  repairing  the 
vessel  after  abandonment  may  be  less  than  50  per  cent.,  yet 
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if  tbe  facts  at  the  time  apparently  justified  the  abandonmeiit, 
it  will  be  good.  It  wai  objected  at  the  argumeat  of  the  case 
In  band  that  tbe  total  lass  waa  ereateJ  hy  opinion  and  falsified 
by  fact,  bat  if  the  piinciptes  just  stated  be  sound,  the  judg- 
ment of  experts — an  honest  bona  fi.de  opinion  credited  by  a 
jury-f-will  sustain  an  abandonment  and  convert  a  partial  into 
a  total  loss.  ; 

One  of  the  main  issues  put  to  the  jury  in  this,  case,  and 
which  we  muat  infer  from  the  verdict  to  have  been  found  for 
the  pluntiffa,  was  the  acceptance  of  the  abandonment  by  the 
acts  of  the  underwriters  in  purchasing  and  repairing  the  ship. 
Looking  to  the  well  eEtabiished  rules  on  this  point,  (2  Air^otM 
on  Inaarance,  177 ;  3  Maaon,  81.  &c,)  there  can  be  no  ques.- 
tion  that  with  a  policy  in  the  usual  for.n,  the  acti  in  proof 
were  abundantly  suthcicnt  to  charge  the  defendants  with  an 
acceptance,  and,  therefore,  with  a  total  loss.  Their  sole 
answer  is  the  clause  already  cited  fmm  thin  policy,  which 
conies  for  the  first  time  before  us,  with  the  lights  to  be  drawn 
only  from  the  Americiin  law.  The  cases  are  in  the  note  to 
2  Paraom  on  Insurance,  142,  going  as  far  back  as  the  year 
1838.  In  the  Coinmonwealth  Insurance  Co..  v.  Chaae, 
£0  Pick.,  142,  where  the  policy  contained  this  clause,  the 
Court  h&id  Ute  legal  construction  Inust  be  according  to  this 
expres.'i  provision.  "  We  think  that  this  right  on  the  part  of 
the  underwriter  to  act  for  the  preservation  of  tbe  propei'ty 
insured  is  one  of  great  importance.  It  works  well  for  the 
cause  of  truth  and  justice.  It  proceeds  upon  the  principle  of 
indemnity,  on  which  the  law  of  insurance  rests."  Judge 
Story's  celebrated  decision  in  Peuve's  case  had  run  counter  to 
the  right  of  underwrite^^  to  repair  after  abandonment,  which 
the  Supreme  Court  of  M<tasHchiLSelts  liad  recognized,  and  the 
clause  in  question  was  inserted  in  the  Bifston  policies  to 
restore  and  to  secure  that  ri^rht.  Both  in  iU  general  and  its 
nnwinl  ft«nM<Kq  it  Ih  reviewed  in  the  case  of  Re>/nol<lsv.  Ocenn 
my,  23  Pick.,  191, 1  Met.,  IfiO,  in  which  the 
Justice  Shuto  is  significanL  He  defines  and 
ritbin  reasonable  bounds.  TIte  later  decision 
m  Pai-soiis,  but  so  far  as  we  can  see  it  in 
decisions,  the  full  effect  of  the  clause  is  not 
mling  to  Curtis.  J.,  the  claim  can  have  no 
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reference  to  any  oilier  repaira  than  such  as  may  be  needful 
for  the  temporary  preservation  of  the  property  and  its  relief 
from  perils  within  the  policy,  whereas  more  ample  and  com- 
plete repairs  appear  to  other  interpi*eters  to  have  been  con- 
template. However  this  may  be,  all  ai-e  agreed  that  after 
the  repaii's  the  ship  must  be  restored  or  tendered  back  to  the 
assured  within  a  reasonable  time.  "  If  the  vessel,*'  said  the 
Court,  "  was  not  ^t  off  repaired  (that  is  fully  i*epaii*cd)  and 
ready,  and  offered  to  be  restored  within  a  reasonable  time, 
after  the  underwriters  had  taken  possession  of  her  for  that 
purpose,  they  must  be  considered  as  having  made  her  their 
own,  and  accepted  the  abandonment,  and  would  then  be  liable 
as  for  a  total  loss."  ''Taking  possession  of  the  vessel  for 
another  and  distinct  purpose  is  not  within  the  provision  in 
this  policy."  Upon  these  principles  the  fact  of  the  under- 
writers in  this  case  having  omitted  to  i*estore  or  tender  the 
vessel  to  tho  assured,  and  having  sailed  her  as  their  own,  is 
decisive  of  their  liability.  Had  they  so  restored  her  and  been 
able  to  show  that  the  loss  was  partial  only  in  its  chaiucter, 
they  might  have  recovered  the  outlay  from  the  assured,  as  in 
20  Pick,  142,  already  cited.  This  case  of  Comnionweaith 
IvsvLvance  Co.  v.  Chase,  is  very  remarkable,  and  in  the  absence 
of  any  Eriglish  authority  or  clauses  which  are  Ameviean  in 
their  origin,  it  should  be  studied  as  a  guide.  The  policy, 
besides  the  "  Boston  clause,"  contained  two  others  peculiar  to 
itself,  and  which  none  of  our  offices,  so  far  as.  my  experience 
goes,  have  adopted.  By  the  fii*st,  it  was  provided  that  the 
insurers  should  not  be  liable  for  any  general  average  or  par- 
tial loss  on  the  vessel,  unless  the  sum  of  such  loss,  which  the 
insurers  would  be  obliged  to  pa}'  under  an  adjustment  as  of  a 
partial  loss,  should  amount  to  50  per  cent  And  by  the 
second,  that  the  asmred  should  not  have  the  right  to  abandon 
the  vessel  for  the,  amount  of  damage  merely,  unless  the 
amount  which  the  insurers  would  be  liable  to  pay,  under  tho 
adjustment  as  of  a  partial  loss,  should  exceed  half  of  the 
amount  insured.  The  vessel  was  insured  in  $4000  valued  at 
SCOOO.  She  got  ashore  with  the  loss  of  both  masts,  cables 
and  anchors,  kc,  and  an  abandonment  was  made  but  not 
accepted.  The  insurers,  under  the  "Boston  clnusc/'  then 
employed  an  agent,  who  took  measures  to  save  the  property, 
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and  in  forty-eight  hours  he  got  the  veasel  off  the  beaeh, 
recovered  her  cables  and  anchors,  and  towed  her  into  an 
adjiuning  port,  where  she  was  overhauled  and  repaired  at  an 
exi)en»c  of  less  than  81300,  including  S700  for  getting  her  off 
tne  beach.  The  repairs  were  well  made.  The  agent's  charges 
and  expenses  were  $293.75.  The  vessel  was  navigated  to 
Boston  hy  the  former  master  and  crew,  under  a  new  engage- 
ment made  with  the  agent  of  the  insurers,  and  on  her  arrival 
the  plaintiffs  brought  suit  against  the  ownei*s  for  their  whole 
outlay,  $IG2G,  and  attached  the  vessel  therefor,  which  was 
afterwards  given  up  to  the  defendants  on  bond,  pursuant  to 
the  statute.  The  question  then  arose,  whether  the  defendants 
wei*e  liable  for  expenses  incurred  without  their  consent  and 
against  their  will,  having  made  no  promise  express  or  implied 
to  pay  them,  and  the  expenses  made  for  the  relief  and  benefit 
of  the  insurars.  The  opinion  of  the  Court  delivered  by  Judge 
Putnam,  from  which  I  have  already  quoted  a  passage,  is 
worth  the  studying  as  a  whole,  and  I  regret  that  we  have  none 
of  the  ilfassfic/ietseffs  reports  since  those  of  1840,  which  might 
have  thrown  further  light  upon  it  The  Court  held  the 
defendants  liable,  the  plaintiffs  having  done  for  their  benefit 
what  they  were  bound  to  have  done  themselves,  and  the 
plaintiffs  being  protected  by  their  contract  from  all  losses  less 
than  50  por  cent 

In  the  Yariiwuth  policy  the  insurers  are  protected  from 
all  partial  losses  whatever,  and  on  restoring  the  vessel,  there- 
fore, would  have  been  entitled,  as  I  think,  to  recover  the  whole 
amount  of  their  outlay. 

There  is  another  point  in  this  case  to  which  I  wish  to 
advert  lieforc  I  close,  and  that  is,  the  difierence  between  the 
Eiujlish  and  American  law  as  to  the  time  to  which  the 
right  of  abandonment  refers.  There  is  a  decision  of  Cliief 
Justice  Pardons  in  Wooil  v.  Lincoln  Itisarance  Company, 
6  Mass.,  470.  of  which  it  is  said  by  Justice  Puinam,  20  Pick., 
140,  that  it  cmlx>dies  in  five  or  six  pages  as  much  law  touching 
the  subject  of  insurance,  as  is  sometimes  spread  over  as  many 
volumes.  The  opinion  thus  eulogized  opens  with  this  para- 
graph, which  I  take  to  be  sound  American, — but  not  EnglitJi 
and  therefoi*e  not  Dominion  law:  "  If  the  plaintiff,  when  he 
made  the  offer  to  abandon,  had  a  legal  right  to  abandon,  the 
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verdict  for  him  must  stand,  not'withstanding  the  subeeqncnt 
recovory  and  arrival  of  the  vessel.  The  right  to  abandon  Is  a 
vested  right,  and  when  legally  exei*cised,the  assured  is  entitled 
to  recover  as  for  a  total  loss,  which  subsequent  events  cannot 
prevent,  unless  with  his  consent  manifested  expressly,  or  by 
reasonable  implication,  from  his  subsequent  conduct."  The 
rule  in  the  Evglisli  Courts,  as  pointed  out  by  Siory^  J., 
(3  Mason,  37,)  and  by  Blacklmim^  J.,  in  Kemp  v.  Hiilliday, 
(13  L.  T.  Reps.,  N.  S.,  262,)  is  very  different  There  it  is  held 
that,  if  an  abandonment  be  rightfully  made,  it  is  not  absolute, 
but  may  be  controlled  by  subsequent  events,  so  that  if  the 
loss  has  ceased  to  be  total  at  any  time  before  action  brought, 
the  abandonment  becomes  inoperative.  The  AmeHcan  Courts 
have  some  doubto  of  the  equity  of  their  own  rule.  Judge 
Story  prefers  it  to  the  Englidi.  My  own  judgment,  I  must 
confess,  leans  the  other  way.  In  the  present  case  it  might 
have  been  very  material,  as  the  action  was  not  brought,  I  sec, 

until  March,  1^8* 

The  rule  for  a  new  trial,  as  we  all  think,   must  be 
discharged  with  costs. 


SMITH  V.  McLEAN  et  al. 

Iv  1844  illmNMlfr,  Um  tedMr  of  Hivft  and  ArMMi^  wamf^A  Mrtein  prtmim  to 
Htf^A  upon  Um  eooiidontioii  of  %  bond  for  Ma  nulBtomaot  yhron  by  Uuqh*  All  throe  oon* 
tittvod  to  livo  upon  uhI  work  tho  promlMt  togotbor.  In  JmomTi  IWB,  tho  ptaUntUI  loMaeil  n 
Witt  agolmt  Aug*  whkh  riponod  Into  n  Jndgmont  la  Octobor,  1104.  la  Juno,  1801,  Uvoh  oon* 
vtyod  to  ArthibuMt  tbo  oomidcrttion  boloff  ilotod  at  tbo  trial  to  bo  a  reiial  atioonwnt  thai 
ArthUMd  tbtittld  aauflM  tbo  buidtn  of  uaintalttinf  the  fitbor,  at  Uugk  vbhod  togo  awajr* 
In  180dk  pkintiH  obtalnod a  Judgnont  i«aiaot  Alemndtr,  tbo  tetbor,  and  In  18U0  cxotutlunt 
wtro  iMUcd  upon  both'jadgaonta,  tho  faoidt  wore  kvM  upon  by  the  iboriff,  and  sold  tbore- 
ttDdor,  and  a  deed  oxoeotcd  bgr  bta  to  tbo  plabitttf,  abo  tboronpoc  bimiKht  an  octloa  of 
ojoctncnt  aeainot  tbo  labor  and  tn-o  icm,  and  luidliit  «••  found  lor  tbo  doftailanti.  Upon 
rulontMfora  now  trial; 

Betd,  that  hitgk'9  title,  vbatoror  It  ndribl  bavo  bom  vortb  at  Ita  Inception,  bad  boemno 
vaUd  In  1800,  tho  tiSM  of  tbo  plalntl^a  Judgment  acalnet  tho  father,  but  the  conveyance  froiu 
Utigk  to  Arckiboht  having  boon  oioeutod  onbeeqnent  to  tbo  iorvice  of  plalntllTii  urit  upmi  tbo 
former,  and  ahOo  tbo  aiitlcn  vat  pending,  and  not  being  ouppoitod  hy  any  valuablo  oon- 
■UomtioB  naokt  be  dccucd  to  bo  a  fraud  on  Hi^'e  creditor!,  and  Toid  under  U  Jiiiwbetk, 
eb.  0,  and  that  Uteref ore  tbo  rule  nCvi  ebould  bo  BMdo  abioluto. 

McCuiXT,  J.,  DOW,  (December  8rd,  1872,)-deliverod  judg- 
ment  as  follows :— * 

This  cause  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Dodd  at  Port  Hood, 
October,  1871|  and  a  verdict  found  for  defendants,  Alexanda* 
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having  ^'ithdrawn  his  plea  by  consent  It  was  an  action 
founded  upon  a  sherifTs  deed  made  under  chap.  113,  Revised 
Statutes,  which  with  the  statute  13  Elizabetk,  chap.  5,  are 
both  before  the  Court  for  consideration  and  construction. 
The  first  clause  of  chap. -115,  Revised  Statwtes,  enacts  that 
judgments  tecovered  in  the  Supreme  Court  shall  bind  the 
real  estate  of  the  debtor  from  the  time  such  judgments  shall 
bftracordp^l  in.  the  books  of  the  i-egistry  for  the  county  or 
district  wherein  such  real  estate  is  situated,  but  no  lands  shall 
be  levied  upon  until  one  year  after  such  I'egistry.  The  second 
clause  is  as  follows:  "The  interest  of  the  party  beneficially 
interested  in  lands  held  in  trust  for  him  may  be  taken  in 
execution  for  the'paynient  of  his  debts  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  he  were  seixed  Or  possessed  of  such  lands."  The  intervening 
clauses  to  the  10th  are  directory  for  the  most  part.  The  10th 
clause  is  as  follows :  *'  The  sheriff  shall  deliver  to  the  purchaser 
a  deed  of  such  land  (that  is  after  compliance  with  the  direc- 
tions of  the  statute  and  a  sale),  which  shall  be  sufficient  to 
convey  to  the  purchaser  all  the  interest  of  the  defendant  in 
the  land  therein  described,  subject  to  prior  incumbrances.  By 
the  nth  clause  the  sherilTs  deed  shall  be  presumptive  evidence 
of  the  defendant's  title  having  been  thereby  convoyed  to  the 
pui-chaser.  A  deed  was  put  in  by  plaintiff  executed  by  the 
sheriff  of  Inverness^  made  to  plaintiff,  dated  18th  of  September^ 
1869,  and  recorded  the  SOth  of  the  same  month.  This  deed 
recites  that  in  pursuance  of  certain  writs  of  execution  issued 
out  of  the  Supreme  Court,  at  or  on,  Ac,  against  Hugh  McLean^ 
at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of  $211.39  due  on  said 
execution,  and  against  Alex.  McLean^  at  the  suic  of  plaintiff, 
for  the  sum  of  f700.8S,  amount  due  on  said  execution,  he,  the 
sheriff,  did  extend  and  take  in  execution  a  certain  tract  of 
land,  being  the  premises  described  in  plain tifi*s  writ ;  the  usual 
recitals  of  the  equity  of  redemption  having  expired,  notiee  of 
sale  as  by  law  required,  sale  on  the  18th  SeipUfmber^  and  to 
plaintiff  for  $200  follow,  and  then  words  of  conveyance  apt 
for  the  purpose  in  the  issued  form  constitute  the  condnsion. 
The  evidence  goes  on  to  show  that  Alexander  was  the  father, 
and  the  two  sons  Hugh  and  Arckihald^  co-defendantei  reside 
on  &e  lands,  Alexander's  possemon  extending  over  fbr^ 
years.    The  abuttals  were  proven.    Thh  was  plaintalTs 
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A  deed  fi*om  Hugh  McLean  to  Archibald  McLean,  one  of  the 
defendants,  dated  5th  of  June,  1864,  of  same  premises,  put  in 
by  defendants  and  read.  A  deed  from  AI^k.  McLean,  the 
father,  to  Hugh  his  son,  dated  12th  of  August,  1844,  describ- 
ing the  premises,  put  in  and  read.  A  bond  for  main-  . 
tenance  on  12th  ^u^7tt«^,  1844,  Ht^h  McLean  to  his  father, 
proved  and  read.  This,  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of 
defendani<(,  was  the  condition  of  the  last-mentioned  deed, 
though  not  so  stated  therein.  There  was  considerable 
verbal  testimony  taken  down  by  the  Judge,  to  portions  of 
which  I  shall  have  occasion  to  refer  hereafter.  The  plaintiff 
called  witnesses  in  rebuttal,  and  proved  the  judgments  upon 
which  the  execution,  had  issued,  that  against  H.  McLean^ 
October,  1864,  for  $113.82,  that  against  Alexander,  April, 
186G.  $590,  and  he  also  offered  other  testimony,  to  which  I 
shall  have  occasion  to  refer.  The  plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  for 
a  new  trial  on  the  grounds  of  misdirection,  improper  refusal, 
and  improper  reception  of  evidence,  and  verdict  against  law 
and  evidence. 

On  the  argument  defendant's  counsel  took  exception  to 
plaintiff's  deed,  because  it  recites  two  executions  as  issued  on 
the  several  judgments,  the  same  plaintiffs  in  both  suits  but 
different  defendants,  one  judgment  being  against  Hugh,  the 
other  against  Alexander.  The  statute  is  silent  on  this  subject. 
No  form  of  deed  is  given,  but  one  of  the  defendants,  ArdiU 
bald,  deriving  his  title  from  another  defendant,  Alexander, 
through  Hugh,  who,  as  well  as  Alexander*,  are  the  judgment 
debtors,  1  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  sheriff  could  not 
and  did  not  convey  to  plaintiff  by  the  deed  in  question  any 
title  Alexander  had  as  well  as  any  title  Archibald  claiming 
to  have  under  Hugh  had,  he  claiming  under  Alexander,  If, 
supposing  the  conveyances  to  fall  within  the  provisions  of 
13  Elizabetti,  chap.  5,  as  contended  for  by  plaintiff's  counsel, 
the  plaintiff  failed  in  making  such  a  case  as  entitled  him  to 
succeed  as  against  Alexander,  the  father,  on  the  grounds  of 
the  length  of  time  Elapsing  from  the  date  of  Alexander* 8  deed 
to  Hugh  before  action,  say  from  1844  to  1869.  twenty-five 
years,  and  I  think  ^e  did,  yet  the  sheriff's  deed  was  well 
enough  for  aught  I  can  see  to  convey  any  title  Hugh  had  5th 
June,  1864,  when  he  made  a  deed  to  Archibald,  if  that  deed 
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for  any  cause  did  not  operate. .  The  sheriff  advertized  and 
sold  under  both  executions.  Defendants  admit  their  possess^ion 
by  their  plea,  and  although  no  precedent  for  such  a  form  of 
deed  and  proceeding  was  furnished,  as  it  was  in  diminution  of 
expense  and  favorable  to  economy  as  regards  costs,  and  no 
known  principle  of  law  contravened  or  violated  that  I  am 
aware  of,  I  hold  this  deed  quxxid  the  title  of  Hugh,  if  he  was 
not  legally  divested  of  it  by  the  deed  of  18G4  to  Archibald^ 
sufficient.  In  the  view  I  take  of  this  case,  that  the  title  made 
by  Alexander  the  father  to  Hugh  the  son  in  1844,  whatever 
it  was  in  its  inception  had  ripened  by  lapse  of  time  at  the 
date  of  plaintitTs  judgment  against  Alexander  in  186G,  say 
twenty*two  j^ears,  I  only  feel  required  to  examine  the  facts 
and  the  law  as  they  ap{^ly  to  the  deed  of  Uuigh  to  ArcJiihald 
on  the  5th  of  June,  1864,  and  the  writ  issued  by  plaintiff 
against  Hugh  14th  January,  1868,  which  resulted  in  a  judg- 
ment October,  18G4,  for  8113.82.  If  this  transfer  falls  within 
the  provisions  of  the  13  Elizabeth,  chap.  5.  it  is  enough  for 
the  plaintiff's  purpose,  and  he  would  be  entitled  to  recover. 
Hugh,  it  will  be  observed,  obtained  his  title  from  his  father 
•0  long  ago  as  1844,  and,  although  under  the  circumstances,  I 
think  far  from  free  of  suspicion,  and  requiring  investigation, 
•0  far  as  they  connect  themselves  with  the  title  claimed  by 
Arehibald^  yet  to  that  extent  only.  The  father,  Alexander^ 
was  then  a  farmer  owning  the  premises,  stocked  with  cattle, 
horses,  &c  He  was  about  52  years  of  age.  His  version  of  it 
is  that  be  had  a  broken  hand,  and  he  wanted  one  of  his  sons 
to  remain  and  assist  him.  He  was  in  good  health,  and  got 
the  bond  for  maintenance  from  Hugh  when  he  gave  him  the 
deed.  Assuming  as  I  do  that  the  title  passed  in  1844  to  Hugh^ 
and  that  the  bond  entered  into  was  the  substantial  considera- 
tion, although  Hugh  contei\ds  he  had  advanced  small  sums 
besides,  of  which  he  kept  no  account,  yet  no  separate  posses- 
sion waa  ever,  it  seems,  taken  of  the  premises  in  consequence. 
The  father  and  his  sons  seemed  to  have  lived  .thereon  for 
some  time,  as  they  had  previously  done.  Hugh  was  forty- 
nine  years  old  at  the  trial  in  1871,  and  could  have  not  been 
over  twenty-one  or  twenty-two  in  1844.  H(  says :  "  We 
made  a  good  living  off  the  farm.  My  father  at  times  continued 
to  work  on  the  faroi  and  was  a  good  worker.    I  remained 
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home  sixteen  or  seventeen  years  after  the  deed."  This  would 
bring  the  date  of  his  leaving  up  to  1860  or  1861.  He  adds : 
**  Ardiy  did  not  give  me  a  bond  to  support  my  father,  but  he 
remains  on  the  place  and  is  still  there.  He  (Arcky)  paid  me 
£5  when  I  got  the  place  from  my  father."  What  this  has  to 
do  with  the  matter  does  not  appear.)  "Afterwards  he  was 
going  away  and  I  promised  him  half  the  farm  if  he  would 
remain."  (This  is  very  inexplicable  to  me.)  Then  he  adds : 
*'  I  then  went  away,  and  when  I  returned  he  wanted  security." 
(What  for  ?  Had  he  kept  the  father  ?)  Then  witness  adds : 
"  I  gave  him  all  th^  farm  upon  the  condition  he  would  remain 
and  support  his  father.  Nothing  in  writing  between  us. 
The  agreement  was  about  seven  years  ago,  that  would  be  in 
1864."  Then  follows  this  important  adinission :  "When  I 
gave  the  deed  [  had  been  sued  by  plaintiff."  This  fact  appears 
by  the  dates  given,  and  much  stress  was  placed  upon  it  by 
plaintiff's  counsel.  The  circumstances  connected  with  thi 
execution  of  the  deed  from  Hugh  to  Arckihcdd  are  worthy  of 
some  notice.  Hugh  CampbeU,  a  subscribing  witness,  says: 
*'  It  was  after  dark  when  he  (Hugh)  came  to  my  house  to 
sign  it.  He  came  with  defendants.  Hugh  was  then  livinfr  at 
Pictou  and  was  then  on  his  return  there.  Witness  resided 
five  miles  from  their  farm.  Hiigh  was  a  poor  man  at  the 
time,  and  1  do  not  know  if  he  had  any  other  land.  Hugh 
says :  *'  It  was  six  or  seven  years  after  the  agreement  befdre  I 
gave  him'  the  deed,  and  yet  he  had  previously  said  the  agree- 
ment was  made  about  seven  years  ago.  If  made  seven  years 
it  was  made  in  1864,  which  is  the  year  the  deed  bears-  date. 
Hugh  says :  **  I  went  to  Cameron's  (Campbell  f)  as  the  nearest 
justice  to  the  deed."  CampheU  says :  "  There  were  other  justices 
nearer  to  defendant  than  I  was."  ArchibahVe  version  of  the 
matter  is  substantially  this :  "  Four  or  five  years  after  Hugh 
got  the  deed  "  (this  would  be  in  1848  or  1849)  "  he,  Archibald, 
was  going  away,  and  he  asked  Hugh  if  would  give  him  (me  ?) 
the  farm  if  he  (I  ?)  would  stop."  "  No  consideration  is  named, 
no  object  specified.  A^*chibald  then  goes  on:  "He  (Hugh) 
said  he  would  give  me  half,  and  we  agreed  upon  that  I 
continued  to  work  with  him  for  five  years  "  Now  if  we  add 
these  five  years  to  the  other  four  or  five  years  subsequent  to 

1844  it  may  bring  the  date  up  to  1858  or  1854.    Witness 
8* 
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continaes :  "  When  he  was  then  going  away  be  told  me  if  I 
would  remain  and  take  earn  of  ray  father  and  mother  and  the 
rest  of  the  family/'  (and  of  what  it  con.si8ted  does  not  appear) 
'*  he  would  give  mo  the  whole  farm.  I  agreed  to  that,  and 
shortly  afterwards  he  went  away,  but  returned  in  a  year,  and 
then  gave  me  the  deed  of  the  property/'  But  these  dates 
cannot  by  any  poasibility  be  right,  for  another  year  added 
to  1854  would  only  bring  the  date  1855,  whereas  the  deed 
was  given  in  1864.  According  to  HuqKb  version  of  the 
matter,  before  he  left  he  had  agreed  to  give  Archibald  half 
the  farm  to  stay  with  the  family,  and  on  his  return  to  give  him 
the  whole  if  he  would  pi-omise  a  maintenance  for  his  father. 
According  to  Archibald,  he  asked  Hvbgh  if  he  would  give  him 
the  farm  if  he  would  stop.  Huugh  said  he  would  give  him 
half,  and  they  agreed  upon  it,  and  he  (Archibald)  continued 
to  work  with  him  for  five  years.  Then  he  adds :  "  When  he 
was  then  going  away  he  told  me  as  above  that  if  I  would 
remain  and  take  care  of  the  father,  mother,  and  the  rest  of 
the  family,  he  would  give  me  the  whole  farm."  But  Hwgh 
says  nothing  about  taking  care  of  the  mother  and  the  rest  of 
the  family  at  all.  This,  therefore,  is  a  new  element  of  con- 
sideration, and  the  vei*sions  of  the  brothers  are  inconsistent 
with  each  other,  both  as  regards  dates  and  material  facts. 
The  plaintiff  was  examined,  and  his  version  of  matters  was 
more  or  less  inconsistent  with  that  given  by  defendants' 
witnesses.  But  I  place  no  reliance  on  that  in  the  view  I  take 
of  the  case.  An  objection  was  pressed  at  the  atgument  on 
the  part  of  defendants'  counsel  that  proper  notice  had  not 
been  given  of  the  sale  as  required  by  law.  But  on  the  sheriff 
being  called,  he  gave  testimony  sufficient,  in  my  opinion,  to 
satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  statute.  In  view  of  the 
discrepancies  between  the  statements  of  defendants  who 
testified  as  above  shown,  bearing  in  mind  that  the  defendants 
are  father  and  sons,  and  that  Archibald  claims  through  Hugh^ 
the  judgment  debtor,  who  divested  himself  of  title  de  facto^ 
after  he  had  been  sued  by  plaintiff  for  the  very  debt  which 
ripened  into  a  judgment  under  which  the  lands  were  sold  as 
Hugh's,  and  Hugh  admits  that  up  to  thb  hour  he  has  not 
paid  plaintiff  and  the  debt  is  not  disputed  I  obser^'e  that  this 
is  one  of  that  class  of  cases  which  it  not  within  the  provisions 
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of  the  statate  of  Elizabeth,  at  first  blush  comes  so  perilously 
near  that  it  well  deserves  the  most  careful  and  searching 
consideration. 

The  jury  having  passed  upon  the  facts  as  they  were 
detailed  to  them  and  found  a  verdict  for  defendants,  it 
becomes  the  duties  of  the  Court  here  carefuUv  to  review 
the  law  as  it  was  expounded  to  them  in  its  application  to  this 
case  by  the  learned  Judge.  His  lordship  Mr.  Justice  Dodd 
reports  his  charge  as  follows :  "  I  informed  the  jury  that  these 
conveyances  from  father  to  son,  and  from  one  brother  to  the 
other,  were  sufficient  to  pass  the  lands  in  dispute,  and  were 
good  and  valid  as  between  the  parties  to  them  ;  but  if  given 
in  fraud  of  creditors,  in  that  case  they  were  void  in  law,  but 
the  proof  of  fraud  was  upon  the  party  charging  it  and  this 
had  been  attempted  by  plaintiff  in  answer  to  defendants'  case." 
All  this  was  quite  right,  quite  correct ;  but  was  it  sufficient, 
and  was  this  far  enough  ?  Without  the  statute  of  13  iHiz., 
chap.  5,  at  common  law,  this  language  would  have  been 
correct  and  appropriate.  But  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  I 
apprehend,  goes  much  further  than  this,  and  I  respectfully 
remark  that  the  jury's  attention  should  have  been  called  more 
particularly  to  its  provisions,  and  some  of  the  many,  and, 
especially,  the  modern  decisions  thereon.  In  a  very  late  case, 
Kent  V.  Riley,  decided  July  20th,  1872,  (vol.  20,  W.  Rei^s,, 
p.  858,  Chancery,)  Lord  JRomiUy,-  M.  R,  says :  "  This  is  a 
suit  to  set  aside  a  deed  on  the  ground  that  it  was  executed 
for  the  purpose  of  defeating  creditors.  I  think  the  result  of 
the  case  is  exactly  what  is  laid  down  by  the  Lord  Chancellor 
and  Lords  Justices  in  Fi^eeman  v.  Pope,  18  W.  R.,  90f>,  L.  R., 
5  Chan.,  538,  that  the  real  question  in  every  cane  of  thi)  sort 
is  whether  the  deed  was  executed  for  the  purpose  of  defeating 
creditors  or  not  It  is  justly  observed  that  it  is  impossible  to 
penetrate  into  a  man's  mind  and  discover  all  his  purposes. 
The  facts,  however,  can  be  looked  to  to  see  what  inference 
can  be  drawn  from  them."  Applying  this  learning  to  the 
present  case,  the  question  for  the  jury  was  this :  Admitting 
that  Hfigh  was  indebted  to  plaintiff  in  1806  when  he  gave 
the  deed  to  AixkUbald,  when  he  had  actually  been  served 
with  a  writ  at  plaintiff's  suit,  did'  he  make  the  deed  to  iire&i- 
haU  in  order  to  defeat  or  delay  the  plaintiffs  claim  t    That 
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the  conveyuioe  bu  luul  tbst  effect,  up  to  the  present  then  is 
no  room  for  doubt.'  Should  not  the  jury  have  been  directed 
tbiu,  «nd  told  that  if  they  were  of  opinloa  that  sncb  were- 
Hitgh'a  inteotiona  at  the  time  ke  gave  the  deed,  then  their 
verdict  should  be  for  plaintiff  7 

Again,  I  think  the  jary  in  this  ease  should  hare  been  icAd 
that  in  order  to  sustain  the  deed  from  Hugh  to  ArAihald 
they  must  be  satisfied  that  it  was  not  merely  given  for  a  good 
consideration,  but  also  bonafida.  "  It  is  not  sufficient,"  aays 
Storg,  in  his  Eq.  Juriapruderux,  see.  3^3,  "  that  it  be  upon 
good  conwderatiiMi  or  6ona^«;  it  must  be  both.  Tbereforo 
if  a  conveyance  or  gift  be  def«etive  in  either  particular, 
althnagh  it  is  valid  between  the  parties  and  thur  repre- 
sentative)), it  ia  utterly  void  as  to  creditors,,  and  for  this  he 
cites  Baeon'a  Ahrid.  Fraud.  See  also  Shaw  v.  Bran,  1  Star, 
31d ;  Mormjood  v.  WUliea.  S  C.  &  P.,  lU ;  Periin*  r.  Bradly. 
1  Hate,  210. 

The  case  of  Oale  v.  WiUiamaan,  8  IL  &  W.,  405,  has  some 
features  in  common  with  the  present    There  the  fsther  by 
deed  assigned  to  his  son,  in  ctmsideratJon  of  natural  love  ai^ 
affection,  his  dwelling-house  and  alibis  personal  estate.    Held, 
in  an  action  by  the  son  against  the  sheriff  for  levying  on  goods 
part  of  such  estate  under  t,fifa  against  the  father,  that  it  was 
competent  to  the  son  to  prove  that  by  a  bond  bearing  even 
date  with  the  bond  of  aiiMgnment,  he  bound  himself  to  main- 
tain lin  father,  wife  and  ehildron ;  and  there  the  jury  having 
found  that  it  was  part  of  the  same  transaction,  and  that  the 
KKigniitent  was  ixma  fiile,  it  was  not  vnd  agunst  creditors 
under  13  Elh.,  diap^  3."     Should  not  this  case,  therefore,  have 
tieen  put  to  the  jury  so  as  to  have  directed  tbeir  attention  to 
the  rMd  point,  viz.,  was  tlio  verbal  agreement  entered  int» 
livtwcen  the  brothers  for  the  maintenance  of  the  father  as 
Ilmjlf  aayn,  for  the  bUier,  mother  and  family  as  ArdiibaUi 
tcKtititf^,  the  consideration  of  tlift  deed  made  long  after  the 
■grvcmcnt  and  after  Hu^  had  been  served  with  process  T 
'    ' '    '>een  so  pnt,and  the  jury  had  found  that  it  was  still 
;  would  have  dificred  from  that  of  GaU  v.  WUtiata- 
,  tliat  there  there  was  a  bond  for  maintmanca,  tc, 
y  the  jury,  while,  here,  then  waa  nothii^  bat  a 
tenwDt  between  the  brothcn.    Then  the  joryfoaiid 
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that  it  was  part  of  the  same  transaction.  Here  their  atten* 
tion  was  not  directed  to  that  important  inquiiy. 

There  is  still  another  and  most  important  feature  in  the 
case  to  which,  I  think,  the  attention  of  the  jury  should  have 
been  directed,  Suppose  that  there  was  a  valuable  considera- 
tion for  the  deed  from  Hugh  to  Ardiibaid,  whether  it  con- 
sbted  of  work  and  labour  On  the  farm,  or  money  advanced, 
or  the  maintenance  of  ^be  father,  or  of  the  father  and  family, 
or  any,  or  all  these  together,  yet  if  Hugh^  being-  served  with 
process,  with  intent  to  delay  or  defeat  his  creditors,  made  the 
deed,  it  was  void  as  against  them,  under  18th  MizcMh^  ch.  5. 
And  for  this  HolfMi  v.  Penney,  8  Kay  b  Johns,  00,  is  a  direct 
authority.  Baaiing  v.  Buhopp,  29  Beav.,  417,  is  a  strong 
ease.  After  notice  of  trial  ip  aa  action  of  trespass  the 
defendant  executed  a  voluntary  conveyance  of  real  estate  to 
his  daughter.  The  verdict  went  against  him  and  he  after- 
wards took  the  benefit  of  the  IvMlvefnt  Dehtar^s  AcL  Held, 
that  the  conveyance  was  void  under  18  Elizabdk^  ch.  5,  it 
being  intended  to  defeat  the  plaintiff  in  the  action. 

His  Lordship  told  the  jury  that "  the  deed  from  Hugh  to 
Arckihald  had  been  made  when  both  parties  to  it  had  known 
that  the  plaintiff  had  commenced  an  action  against  Hugh  for 
debt,  in  which  he  finally  succeeded  in  obtaining  a  judgment, 
and  that  the  transfer,  under  these  circumstances,  was  a  badge 
of  fraud,"  (and  so  it  was  at  common  law),  "*  but  not  by  any 
means  conclusive,"  &c,  and,  in  conclusion,  added  to  what  he 
had  said  previously,  that  **  the  proof  of  fraud  was  upon  the 
party  charging  it"  He  oonclnded  by  informing  the  jury  that 
he  thought  the  plaintiff  had  failed  in  proving  fmud.  It  seems 
to  me  that  was  not  exactly  the  point  in  the  case.  The  intent 
in  this  class  of  cases  is  of  the  essence  of  the  inquiry.  In 
Henderson  v.  Hayd,  8  F.  ft  F.,  7,  it  was  laid  down  by  Erie,  J., 
that  under  the  statute  of  IS  JEZis.,  a  5,  it  is  for  the  jury  on 
all  the  facts  to  say  what  was  the  intent  with  which  Uie  deed 
was  executed.  BoU  v.  Bmitk;  SI  Beav.,  611,  shows  that 
^here  there  there  is  an  intention  to  defeat  or  delay  creditors 
the  deed  will  be  void  though  for  valuable  consideration. 
The  case  of  8pi^^^  v.  WUlaum,  S  DeO,  Jones  Is  &nith, 
208,  Usher's  Dig.,  948,  bears  upon  this  case,  assuming  the 
assignment  to  be  voluntary,  and  whether  it  was  or  not 
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does  not  se«m  to  have  been  put  to,  or  found  hy  tb& 
jary.  All  they  wei-e  directed  to  find  wu,  I  think,  a 
mere  common  law  iraue.  Was  it  or  wan  it  not  a  fraudu- 
lent conveyance  ?  And  they  were  told  by .  the  learned 
Judge  that  the  onxtt  of  proving  it  such  lay  on  plaintifT,  and 
he  thought  plaintiff  had  failed  in  proving  fraud.  Now  the 
d%bf  Cb  pfainCitr  had  been  contracted  beCore  the  date  of  the 
deed,  therefore  whether  the  conveyance  to  Archibald  caused 
insolvency  or  not,  according  to  Spirett  v.  Willatrt  is  not 
material.  And  there  it  was  held  that,  if  after  the  settlement 
the  settlor  had  no  sulticient  means  or  reasonable  expectation 
of  being  able  to  pay  his  then  existing  debts,  but  was  reduced 
to  a  state  of  insolvency,  then  the  law  Infers  that  the  settle- 
ment was  made  with  intent  to  delay,  binder  or  defiaud 
creditors,  and  is  thefore  fraudulent  and  void. 

It  was  contended  by  plaintiff's  counsel  on  Uie  argument 
that  it  was  not  competent  to  defendant  to  set  np  any  con- 
sideration for  the  deed  except  what  was  shown  upon  the  face. 
But  Qaie  v.  WillUimmm,  cited  above,  and  Tovmtnd  v.  Taker, 
L.  K,  I  Chan.,  446,  are  authorities  to  the  contrary,  and  tho 
jury  might  have  been  re<]nired  to  pass  upon  the  subject  as  to 
whether  the  maintenance  spoken  of  was  in  whole  or  in  part 
the  consideration  of  the  deed  Hugk  to  Archibald. 

On  the  part  of  plaintifi  it  wa^  contended  on  the  argument 
that  unless  the  verbal  agreement  for  maintenance  constituted 
a  consideration  for  the  deed,  there  was  none  whatever.  That 
in  any  case  to  be  a  valid  contract  in  law  it  must  be  mutual 
and  such  as  could  be  enforced.  Then,  it  was  asked,  could 
Bii^t  have  compelled  ^tiiAibafd  to  maintwn  his  father,  bc^ 
nnder  any  vemion  given  by  the  witnesMs  or  either  of  them, 
or  have  received  damages  in  case  of  refusal.  Upon  tbis 
branch  of  the  case  HhJm  v.  ShIm,  17  C.  B.,  711,  was  cited. 
There  A,  having  performed  gratituously  iwrvtcea  for  B, 
nceived  from  him  a  promissory  iH>te  with  aa  andentanding 
that  he  would  accept  it  not  only  as  a  gift  for  what  was  past 
bat  that  it  sltoidd  he  remuneration  fur  fotur*  services  to  be 
rendered  at  lon^;  u  B  Miould  require  them.  A  eontinoed  to 
perfomi  the  Bcr\-icM  until  B*s  dtmth  m-ben  ha  sued  B's 
exvcntoTs  npon  tlie  note.  Held,  that  as  there  was  do  eootraet 
i.;_.t: —  1^  (^  perform  future  service*,  there  was  no  eoosideta- 
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tion.  What  contract  was  there  binding  on  Ardiihcdd  to 
maintain  father  or  family  if  he  repudiated  the  supposed 
obligation  ?  But  the  case  having  the  most  direct  bearing  is 
Freeman  v.  Pope,  cited  from  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  App.  cases,  p.  540. 
I  have  already  said  that  the  intent  is  of  the  essence  of  the 
enquiry  in  a  case  like  the  present.  There  Lord  Uatliedy,  and 
80  lately  as  1870,  is  reported  as  saying :  "  The  principle  upon 
which  the  statute  13  Eliz,^  ch.  5,  proceeds  is  that  persons 
must  be  just  before  they  are  generous."  He  adds :  "  The  diffi- 
culty the  Vice-Chancel  lor  seems  to  have  felt  in  this  case  was 
that  if  he,  as  a  special  juryman,  had  been  asked  whether 
there  wasi  actually  any  intention  on  the  part  of  the  settlor  in 
this  case  to  defeat,  hinder,,  or  delay  his  creditors,  he  should 
have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  he  had  no  such  intention." 
Lorcf  Uatherly  adds :  "  With  great  deference  to  the  view  of 
the  Vice-Chancellor  and  with  all  the  respect  I  uufeignedly 
entertain  for  his  judgment,  it  appears  to  me  that  this  does  not 
put  the  question  exactly  on  the  right  ground.  For  it  would 
never  be  left  to  a  special  jury  to  find  simpliciter  whether  the 
settlor  intended  to  defeat,  hinder,  or  delay  his  creditors,  with- 
a  direction  from  the  Judge  that  if  the  necessary  effect  of  the 
instrument  was  to  defeat,  hinder,  or  delay  his  creditors,  that 
necessary  effect  was  to  be  considered  as  evidencing  an  inten- 
tion to  do  so."  'He  says:  "  A,  jury  would  undoubtedly  be  so 
directed,  lest  they  should  fall  into  the  the  error  of  speculating 
as  to  what  was  actually  passing  in  the  mind  of  the  settlor, 
which  can  hardlj*  ever  be  satisfactorily  ascertained,  instead  of 
judging  of  his  intention  b/  the  necessary  consequences  of  his 
act,  which  consequences  can  always  be  estimated  from  the 
facts  of  the  case."  "  Of  course,  there  may  be  cases  like 
Spirett  v.  Willmva,**  said  his  Lordship,"  in  which  there  is 
direct  and  positive  evidence  of  an  intention  to  tlefraud  inde- 
pendently of  the  consequences  which  may  have  followed." 
And  further  on  he  says :  "  But  it  is  established  by  the  author- 
ities that,  in  the  absence  of  any  such  direct  proof  of  inten- 
tion, if  a  person  owing  debts  makes  a  settlement  which 
subtracts  from  the  property  which  is  the  proper  fund  for  the 
payment  of  these  debts,  an  amount  without  which  the  debts 
cannot  be  paid  them  since  it  is  ths  necessary  consequence  of 
ths  settlement,  supposing  it  effectual  that  some  creditor  must 
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remain  u'-ipaid,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  Judge  to  direct 
the  jury  that  they  must  infer  the  intent  of  the  settlor  to  have 
been  to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditors,  and  that  the  cai^  is 
within  the  statute.  This  having  now  become  a  leading  case 
and  recognized  in  the  Evglisli  Courts,  I  have  extracted  largely 
from  the  judgment,  because  it  seems  to  go  further  than  any 
previously  decided  case  in  this  that  not  only  recognizes  the 
doctrine  of  intent  to  defeat  and  delay  creditor  as  the  touch- 
stone, but  it  pronpunces  that  the  intention  is  to  be  ascertained 
by  the  necessary  consequences  of  the  act,  and  that  a  jury 
should  be  so  directed. 

CiH>88by  V.  Elwoiihy,  12  L.  R.  Eq.  Cases,  158,  May,  1871, 
was  cited  to  show  that  the  burthen  of  proof  was  on  the 
defendant  AixUdhald  (claiming  under  Hugh)  to  show  solvency 
at  the  date  of  the  deed.  There  when  a  party  made  a  volun- 
tary settlement,  and  nine  months  afterwards  laid  a  statement 
before  his  creditors  showing  himself  insolvent,  the  Court  held 
that  the  burthen  of  proof  to  show  solvency  at  the  date  of  the 
settlement  was  upon  him.  Cornish  v.  Clark,  argued  Maixh 
18th,  19th,  and  April  17th,  1872,  reported  Axi^guat  3rd.  See 
TF.  Reps.,  vol.  20,  p.  897,  heard  and  decided  by  Lord  RomiUy, 
M.  R,  in  Chancery,  is  a  case  very  like  this.  Cornish  v.  Clark 
was  a  creditor's  suit  in  equity.  This  is  a  creditor's  suit,  and 
the  statute  cited,  chap.  115,  sec  2,  entitles  the  judgment 
CJeditor  to  seize  and  sell  defendant's  equity,  if  any,  or  other 
beneficial  interest  in  lands.  Defendant  Clark  owed  plaintiff 
£300  in  the  end  of  ]  867.  'His  other  debts  trifling.  His  pro- 
perty consisted  of  three  threshing  machines,  value  £100  to 
£200  each ;  £300  in  a  bank;  £200  lent  on  a  note  of  hand ; 
£350  on  mortgage,  and  about  £16  of  household  furniture,  13th 
•Tune,  1868.  Then  65  years  of  age  and  failing  in  health,  he 
gave  a  threshing  machine  to  each  of  his  sons,  and  they  each 
by  their  several  memorandums  of  that  date  agreed  to  pay  hiin 
in  consideration  of  the  gift  an  amount  of  £20  a  year  during 
life.  7th  NovenibtT,  1864,  he  drew  the  £W0  out  of  the  bank 
and  gave  it  in  £50  sums  to  each  of  his  six  daughters.  The 
£350  moitgage  was  assigned  to  trustees  to  pay  the  interest  to 
him  during  life,  and  after  his  death  to  Jbe  divided  op  among 
his  six  daughters  and  the  children  of  a  deceased  daughter.  In 
Aprils  1869,  plaintiff  sued,  and  on  tha  ISth  recovered  judg- 
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ment  for  £374,  debt  and  costs.  Clark  himself  died  in  January , 
1^70.  The  defence  was  that  the  machines  were  given  in  con- 
sideration of  the  annuities,  which  were  an  adequate  considera- 
tion, having  regard  to  Clark*8  health,  and  in  that  case  the 
M.  R.  decided  that  the  acts  of  a  settlor,  whereby  his  creditors 
are  delayed,  hindered  or  defrauded  are  equally  obnoxious  to 
the  provisions  of  13  Eliz,  chap.  5,  whether  they  proceed  from 
himself  alone  or  are  instigated  by  others.  Therefore,  where 
a  man,  at  the  instigation  of  his  children,  distributed  his  pro- 
perty among  them  in  a  manner  wliich  was  fair  and  equitable 
as  far  an  they  were  concerned,  but  did  not  provide  for  the 
claims  of  creditors. '  Held  that  the  transaction  was  void  under 
13  Eliz.,  chap.  5,  and  that  the  statute  applies  to  pecuniary 
gifts  as  well  as  to  voluntary  conveyances.  In  this  case  the 
defence  as  to  part  was  that  the  property  was  given  in  consid- 
eration of  annuities  which  were  an  adequate  consideration, 
and  Lord  Romilly,  assuming  that  he  (the  father)  had  not  the 
primary  intention  of  defeating  his  creditor,  still  the  children 
who  took  advantage  of  his  state  to  effect  that  object  cannot 
profit  by  it.  Again,  "  I  am  of  opinion,"  says  his  loi'dnhip, 
"  that  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  was  passed  to  meet  and  coun- 
teract this  particular  evil,  by  which  the  property  of  the 
debtor  is  removed  out  of  the  reach  of  the  creditors.  Again,  I 
think  it  is  of  no  moment  whether  the  parting  with  the  pro- 
perty is  by  voluntary  settlement  or  by  gift,  whether  it  is  in 
anticipation  of  death  or  bankruptcy,  whether  it  is  by  the  free 
will  of  the  donor  or  at  the  instance  of  the  donees.  I  think 
also  that  the  consideration  of  the  annuitips  of  £20  does  not 
render  the  transaction  valid.  No  doubt,"  says  he,  "  in  such  a 
case,  whether  mentioned  or  not,  the  children  would  support 
their  parent."  And  see  McKay  v.  Douglas,  L.  R.,  14  Eq. 
Cases,  lOfi,  May,  1872,  where  A,  on  the  eve  of  entering 
into  a  partnership,  made  a  voluntary  settlement  of  the  bulk 
of  his  property.  The  firm  shortly  after  became  bankrupt. 
Held  that  the  settlement,  though  A  was  not  indebted  at  tlio 
time  of  makidg  it,  was  null  and  void  as  against  creditors. 
Malins,  Y.  C,  without  calling  for  a  reply,  remarked  that  the 
suit  raised  as  important  a  question  as  ever  was  before  the 
Court  on  this  branch  of  the  law. 
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On  various  groands,  in  the  light  of  modem  decisions  on 
this  settlement,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  ni»i  should  be 
made  absolute,  and  this  case, remitted  to  a  new  jury. 
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ANTIOONISH, 

WnxBX  •TMjr  qntexUl  faot  In  the  aflldavU  upon  which  a  certiorari  was  founded  vtm 
nagatired  In  the 'affidavit  of  the  other  side, 

HM,  that  the  oartlorail  iiMMt  he  quashed. 

Where  the  froniHia  of  an  appeal  from  an  aaeeaMient  are  sfmplj  matten  of  detail  the 
appeal  should  he  prlmarilj  to  the  Court  of  Sesslone  and  not  te  the  Bopreuie  Oourt. 

The  Oourt  of  Seeekms  has  power  to  set  aside  a  whole  aasessment  where  it  manifestly 
appears  that  It  haa  heen  hrresrularly  and  therefote  Ul^Kally  made. 

Ritchie,  J,,  now,  (Dec«iuber  3rd,  1872,)  delivei-ed  the 
judgment  of  the  Court: — 

We  think  the  rule  to  quash  the  certiorari  in  this  case 
should  be  made  absolute,  as  haviuji:  unprovidently  issued, 
every  material  fact  in  the  affidavit  on  which  it  was  grounded 
having  been  negatived  in  the  affidavit  on  the  other  side. 

It  was  contended  at  the  argument  that  no  certiorari  could 
be  taken  out  until  after  an  appeal  to  the  Sessions  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  Coii,nty  Asaesament  Act.  under 
which  school  rates  are  directed  to  be  collected.  That  act 
provides  that  any  person  aggi*ioved  by  the  assessment,  or  the 
levy,  may  appeal  to  the  Sessions  on  an  affidavit  setting  forth 
the  grounds  thereof,  and  the  court  of  appeal,  without  preju- 
dice to  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  assessment,  may  either 
set  aside  or  lower  the  rate  on  such  person,  or  finally  determine 
the  appeal  as  shall  be  seen  fit ;  and  the  School  Act  provides 
that  the  trustees  shall  return  the  assessment  to  the  Sessions 
where  appeals  shall  be  heard  and  determined. 

By  the  67th  section  of  the  Asaeeament  Act  no  certiorari 
to  remove  rates  or  orders  or  other  proceedings  of  the  Sessions 
touching  rates  shall  be  granted,  but  upon  motion  in  the  first 
week  of  the  next  term  in  the  county,  after  the  time  of  appeal 
haa  expired,  and  befora  its  being  made  to  appear  by  affidavit 
that  the  merits  of  the  question  will  by  such  removal  come 
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properly  in  judgment,  and  no  rates  or  orders  shall  be  quashed 
for  matter  of  form  only,  nor  any  general  rate  for  any  illegality 
in  the  rates  of  individuals,  except  as  to  such  individuals. 

Without  taking  away  from  the  Supreme  Court  the  right 
of  reviewing  the  proceedings  of  the  parties  making  the  school 
rate,  or  those  of  the  Sessions  on  an  appeal  to  them,  the  Legis- 
lature contemplated  that  in  ordinary  cases  the  appeal  in  the 
first  instance  should  be  to  the  Sessions,  and  the  case  before  us 
is  one  which  that  Court  could  well  have  dealt  with,  as  the 
questions  raised  by  the  parties  objecting  to  the  rate  involved 
for  the  most  part  matters  of  detail,  such  as  the  regularity  of 
the  calling  of  meetings,  the  appointment  of  a  secretary,  whether 
certain  persons  were  or  were  not  resident  within  the  section, 
and  whether  certain  other  provisions  of  the  School  Act  had 
or  had  not  been  complied  with  by  the  trustees,  &c.,  all  of 
which. could  very  perfectly  be  investigated  by  that  tribunal, 
and  under  such  circumstances  the  parties  dissatisfied  with 
the  rate  should  not  pass  by  the  appeal  given  them  by  the 
statute  and  resort  to  this  CouH  by  removing  the  proceedings 
to  it  by  oertiorarL 

It  was  urged  before  us  at  the  argument  that  the  Court  of 
Sessions  has  no  right  io  set  aside  the  whole  assessment,  but 
we  think  that  if  on  an  appeal  by  any  party  complaining  of 
the  assessment  it  were  made  to  appear  that  the  rate  was 
itTegularly,  and,  therefore,  illegally  made,  that  court  would 
havB  the  power  of  so  declaring,  and  give  the  relief  sought 

In  Parker  v.  Bristol  <fc  Exeter*  Railway  Co,,  C  Exch.,  18*, 
it  was  contended  that  the  power  of  appeal  having  been  given 
in  certain  cases,  it  was  intended  that  the  power  oi  removal  by 
certiorari  should  be  abolished,  but  the  Court  h  jld  that  the 
two  wei'e  not  necessarily  inconsistent,  and  as  that  case  oid  not 
involve  matters  of  law,  but  consisted  of  matters  of  detail,  the 
question  would  be  properly  raised  on  an  appeal  to  the  inferior 
tribunal. 

But  the  grounds  on  which  the  ceiiioi^ari  issued  in  the  case 
before  us  having  entirely  failed,  the  rule  for  quashing  the 
writ  should  on  that  ground  be  made  absolute  with  costs. 
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Tub  pritoner  htvlnff  picked  np  oeiiain  goods  thfti  had  flMlcd  amy  from  tfat  wnek  of  a 
■toamer  appropriated  them  to  his  own  aao.  He  wan  indicted  for  larceny,  the  property  in  the 
CDodv  beinif  Uid  In  the  captain  of  the  ateamar,  but  at  the  trial  the  Jodtpe  instmcted  the  jury 
that  tliey  ootild  not  oonTloii  him  of  larceny.  Tlie  proeecution  then  claimed  a  conviction  for  a 
mlademeaoor,  and  the  Jury  found  aooonlingly.    On'aisaao  being  reeenred  for  the  ftill  Oouft, 

llfld,  WiLKixa,  1.,  diMtentienU,  that  nnder  icetlon  110  of  the  LaretKy  Act,  82  4  33  Vie., 
chap.  21,  aec.  8,  that  the  oonTtctiou  moat  be  auatained,  and  that  although  the  offence  «-aa 
probably  committed  at  aea,  the  Court  had  full  Jurisdlctiou  In  the  prenilies. 

Sir  W.  Young,  C  J.,  now,  (December  30th,  1872,)  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  CSourt : — 

The  indictment  charges  the  prisoner  with  larceny  in  four 
counts,  the  third  one  laying  the  property  in  Jamea  Lau^d  the 
roaster  of  the  Dacian^  and  it  is  the  received  law  (Roscoe*8 
Gnminal  Law,  6th  ed.,  604,)  that  carriers  as  bailees  of  goods 
have  such  a  possession  as  to  render  an  indictment  laying  the 
property  in  them  good.  On  the  facts  so  far  as  they  are 
disclosed  in  the  case  I  would  have  been  strongi}*  inclined  to 
hold  the  defendant  guilty  of  larceny.  The  cases  collected  in 
Boscoe  and  Arddbald  favour,  I  think,  that  conclusion.  The 
original  intent  might  have  been  lawful,  but  the  moment 
the  defendant  in  place  of  delivering  the  property  found 
afloat  to  the  master  or  agents  of  the  ship  claiming  as  a 
salvor,  appropriated  half  df  it  to  his  own  use,  dividing  the 
other  half  among  the  other  salvors,  who  thus  became  his 
accomplices,  he  and  they  committed  an  offence  for  which  they 
are  amenable  to  the  law.  Under  the  Larceny  A  ct,  32  &  33  Vic., 
chap.  21,  sec.  3,  borrowed  from  the  Imperial  act,  24  &  SSVic^ 
chi^.  96,  sec.  3,  every  fraudulent  appropriation  of  property 
by  a  bailee,  is  a  larceny.  In  the  case  of  May  v.  G-reen^ 
7  M.  &  W.,  623,  one  of  the  counsel  asked  in  the  course  of  the 
argument,  if  the  original  possession  is  lawful,  when  is  the 
felony  committed  ?  Parhc,  B,,  interrupting  him  said,  "  Why 
suppose  a  person  finds  a  cheque  in  the  street,  and  in  the  first 
instance  takes  it  up  merely  to  see  what  it  is,  if  aftirwards 
he  cashes  it  and  appropriates  the  mcmey  to  his  own  use, 
that  is  a  felony,  though  he  is  a  mere  finder  till  he  looks  at 
it"  The  learned  Judge  in  the  present  instance,  however,  took 
the  more  fashionable  view,  and  told  the  jury  that  they  could 
not  convict  of  larceny,  in  which  the  jury  and  the  Attorney- 
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General  acquiesced,  and  although  a  formal  verdict  of  acquittal 
on  the  several  counts  of  the  indictment  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  taken  as  required  by  the  Larceny  Act,  sec  99,  the 
case  sufficiently  shows  the  opinion  of  the  jury  that  the 
defendant  was  not  guilty  of  the  offence  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment. The  Attorney-Qeneral  then  invoked  the  aid  of  section 
110,  and  the  jury  being  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  waa 
guilty  of  an  offence  against  that  section  they  found  accord- 
ingly. Whether  there  was  evidence  to  justify  that  finding  ia 
really  not  the  question.  The  point  reserved  by  this  case  is 
the  jurisdiction  or  power  of  the  Court  to  give  judgment  on 
such  a  conviction  for  a  misdemeanor.  It  was  urged  on  us  as  an 
anomaly  to  convict  and  punish  a  man  for  an  offence  created  ' 
by  section  110,  of  which  there  is  no  precedent  in  the  Imperial 
act,  and  for  which  he  has  not  been  indicted.  The  answer  is 
that  the  section  does  authorize  such  a  conviction,  and  directa 
that  the  party  so  convicted  shall  be  punished  as  if  he  had 
been  convicted  thereunder,  on  an  indictment  which  must  have 
been  an  indictment  for  a  misdemeanor.  With  the  justice  or 
expediency  of  such  an  enactment  we  have  really  nothing  ta 
do,  but  if  we  had  I  think  it  could  be  easily  vindicated,  and  in 
this  case  I  think,  too,  it  was  righteously  applied,  and  may  act 
as  a  wholesome  check  upon  the  pillage  or  plunder  of  wrecked 
goods.  It  was  lastly  urged  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction. 
Not  a  word  was  said  of  this  at  the  trial.  If  there  had  the 
facta  would  have  doubtless l>een  set  out  in  the  case  and  the 
point  reserved.  The  defendant's  counsel  assumed  at  the  argu- 
ment that  the  offence  was  committed  and  perfected  at  sea,  but 
thifi  may  not  have  been  the  case,  and  the  final  appropriation 
and  division  of  the  spoil  was  more  probably  effected  on  shore. 
But  supposing  it  to  have  been  done  on  board  the  defendant's 
vestal  at  sea,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  he  is  to  be  released. 
Section  136  of  the  Procedum  A  dot  1860,  chap  29,  is  confined, 
it  is  true,  to  felonies,  but  the  Imperial  act,  18  &  19  Vic,  chap. 
21,  see.  91,  gives  jurisdiction  to  any  court  of  justice  in  Her 
Majesty's  dominions  over  any  British  subject  charged  with 
any  crime  or  offence  on  board  any  British  ship  on  the  high 
seas,  or  in  any  foreign  port  or  horbor.  The  more  recent  act, 
SO  &  81  Fie,  chap.  24,  sec  4,  shows  the  disposition  of  the 
Imperial  Parliament  to  extend  atiU  further  the  jurisdiction  of 
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such  courts,  and  therefore  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  power  of 
this  Court  to  give  judgment  on  the  defendant's  conviction  for 
a  misdemeanor  cannot  be  saccessf  ully  assailed. 

WiLKiNS,  J.,  di88entiente. — ^The  learned  Judge  who  pre- 
sided at  the  trial  of  this  cause  reserved  a  certain  question  of 
law  which  arose  at  the  trial,  for  the  consideration  of  this 
Court,  under  sections  99  and  100  of  chap.  171  of  the  Revised 
Statutes^  the  provisions  of  which  are  as  regards  the  authority 
of  a  Judge  to  refer,  and  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  court  ta 
which  he  refers,  identical  with  those  that  govern  the  Court  of 
Criminal  Appeal  in  England  (11  &  12  Ftc,ch.  78).  Decisions, 
therefore,  of  the  last-mentioned  Court  are  binding  upon  us.  The 
authorities  show  that  that  Court  has  ever  considered  with  the 
utmost  strictness  a  case  submitted  under  the  statute,  so  much 
so,  indeed,  that  it  has  rarely  exercised  the  power  given  to  it 
(which,  by  the  way,  the  Legislature  has  not  conferred  on  us,) 
to  cause  a  case  to  be  sent  back  to  be  re-stated.  Roeooe  says : 
"  With  respect  to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  cases  reserved 
should  be  submitted  in  a  complete  form,  and  the  Court  will 
generally  refuse  to  send  back  a  case  for  amendment"  JR.  v. 
Hailoway,  1  C.  &  P.,  128.  The  same  learned  author  says 
farther :  **  They  will  not  consider  an  objection  which  has  not 
been  reserved,  even  though  it  be  fairly  dedudble  from  the 
case  itself,  nor  will  they  go  into  any  matter  of  evidence  which 
occurred  at  the  trial  if  it  is  not  stated  in  the  case.**  Rex  r. 
Smith,  14  Jur.,  92.  There  a  prisoner  had  pleaded  guilty,  and 
a  case  was  reserved  as  to  whether  the  act  described  in  the 
depositions  corresponded  with  the  indictment;  it  was  held 
that  as  there  was  no  trial  this  was  not  a  point  of  law 
arising  upon  a  trial  and  that .  the  Court  had  therefore 
no  jurisdiction.*'  The  Qu/ien  v.  Clerk,  1  L.  R.  C.  C,  54.  In 
Reg.  v.  MeUor,  Dears  &  B.  C.  "C,  468,  the  prisoner  was 
found  guilty  of  murder  and  sentenced  to  death  ;  thefollawing 
day  it  was  discovered  that  /.  H,  T.  had  been  called  as  one  of 
the  jury  to  try  the  case,  but  that  TT.  21  had  by  mistake 
answered  to  that  name  and  had  been  sworn  t>y  it.  Wiqhtmait, 
J.,  respited  execution  and  reserved  the  point  for  the  consid- 
eration  of  the  Court  Seven  Judges  out  of  fourteen  who 
were  present  held  that  this  was  not  a  question  arising  at  the 
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ii-ial  over  which  the  Court  had  junsdiction.  I  advert  to  these 
decisions  as  admonitory  to'  me  of  the  spirit  in  which  I  am 
bound  to  consider  a  case  submitted  to  this  Court  under  the 
statute  in  question.  They  remind  me  also  that  I  am  as  a 
Judge  dealing  with  the  case  of  a  prisoner  who  if  guilty  will 
be  punished  as  if  he  had  committed  larceny,  M*ho  on  the  other 
hand  is  entitled  to  be  discharged  if  it  be  even  doubtful  in 
view  of  the  facts  reported,  whether  he  is  guilty  of  that  offence 
for  which  he  has  been,  convicted.  To  what  extent  the 
English  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal,  even  in  these  days  of 
enlightenment  and  high  civilization,  feels  itself  bound  to 
rescue  a  convict  (though  apparently  guilty)  from  a  conviction 
not  strictly  legal,  is  illustrated  by  a  recent  case, — Reg.  v. 
Frost,  Dear's  C.  C,  474.  There  the  prisoners  were  charged 
with  having  by  night  in  pursuit  of  game,  entered  the  lands 
of  Oe<yi'ge  William  Frederick  Charles  Duke  of  Cambridge. 
On  the  trial  it  was  proved  that  Oeorge  WiUiam  were  two  of 
the  Duke's  christian  names,  and  that  he  had  others,  but  no 
proof  was  given  what  they  were.  The  jury,  satisfied  of  the 
identity  of  the  Duke,  convicted  the  prisoners.  On  a  case 
reserved  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  quashed  the  conviction, 
the  Court  decided  that  it  might  have  been  found  that  the 
-person  named  in  the  indictment  was  a  person  who  had  the 
title  "  Duke  of  Cambridge,^*  omitting  all  the  christian  names. 
But  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  did  not  venture  to  hold 
that  such  had  been  in  effect  the  finding.  I  am  the  more 
scrupulous  about  what  I  conceive  to  be  my  duty  in  this  case, 
when  I  reflect  that  the  ofifence  of  which  the  prisoner  has  been 
convicted  is  without  precedent,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  in 
Bj'itish,  Dominion,  or  colonial  legislation.  The  learned  Judge 
reported  to  us  that  the  prisoner  was  put  upon  his  trial  for 
larceny  under  the  indictment  which  is  before  us.  The  learned 
Judge  says :  ''  Under  this  indictment  I  thought  the  prisoner 
could  not  upon  this  testimony  (the  testimony  reported)  be 
convicted  of  larceny.  There  was  no  allegation  of  property  in 
any  person  in  either  the  first  or  second  counts.  Though  the 
property  was  laid  in  one  in  Laird,  in  the  other  in  DeWdf, 
yet»  at  the  time  the  prisoner  took  possession  of  the  goods  they 
were  floating  on  the  high  seas,  and  prisoner  as  «  salvor,  I 
thought,  committed  no  larceny  in  taking  possession  of  them, 
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and  so  I  told  the  jury.  But  under  the  llOlh  danae  of  the 
Dominion  Act,  chap.  21,  the  Attorney -General  claimed  the 
right  of  conviction  for  a  miisdemcanor.  1  directed  the  jury  if 
they  believed  the  witnesses  for  the  crown  (prisoner  had  no 
witnesses),  that  thi^y  might  find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor under  the  act  last  referred  to."  These  are  the  very 
words  of  the  learned  Judge,  and  I  refer  to  them  particularly 
because,  in  order  to  enable  me  to  frame  an  opinion  on  the 
question  of  law  rcfeired,  they  are  in  rny  opinion  important. 
Thus  it  is  shown  that  the  prisoner  was  put  on  his  trial  for 
larceny,  but  that  the  jury  did  not  pronounce  upon  that  issue 
by  saying  that  the  prisoner  was  not  guilty  of  that  crime. 
According  to  the  report  of  the  learned  Judge  he  was  of 
opinion  (and  I  concur  with  him)  that  the  jury  ought  not  to 
have  found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  larceny,  but  on  the  issue 
solemnly  raised  before  them  they  have  not  made  deliverance. 
They  have  simply  found  the  prisoner.guilty  of  a  misdemeanor. 
The  omission  of  the  jury  to  find  specifically  on  the  issue  of 
guilty  or  not  guilty  of  the  larceny  charged,  becomes  of  vital 
importance  when  our  minds  are  brought  to  a  consideration  of 
the  question  reserved  and  submitted.  The  learned  Judge 
concludes  thus :  "  As  the  point  was  new,  I  reserved  the  ques- 
tion of  law,  and  m}^  direction,  for  the  consideitition  of  the 
whole  Court  in  term," 

The  tiiist  consideration  involved  in  this  question  is  a 
momentous  one.  It  is  this :  jCan  a  prisoner  indicted  and 
tried  for  lai*ceny  be  convicted  of  a  misdemeanor  under 
the  section  in  question  without  the  jury  having  antecedently 
to  such  conviction  found  dii'ectly,  formally,  and  as  of 
record,  that  the  prisoner  is  not  guilty  of  larceny  ?  My 
undoubting  conviction  constrains  me  to  answer  that  question 
in  the  negative.  The  language  of  the  Legislature  is  as 
follows :  "  If  on  the  trial  of  any  person  for  larceny,  the  jury 
are  of  opinion  that  such  person  is  not  guilty  of  the  ofience 
charged  in  the  indictment,  but  are  of  opinion  that  he  is 
guilty  of  an  offence  under  this  section,  they  may  find  him  so 
guilty."  Two  consecutive  findings  are  thus  .demanded  in 
order  to  demonsti-ate.  the  opinions  of  the  jury  mentioned  in 
the  section.  Undeniably  both  must  appear  on  the  record, 
otherwise  there  is  error.    If  the  verdict  in  this  case  does  not 
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show  a  finding  of  "  not  guilty  of  the  offence  charged  in  the 
indictment/'  in  respect  of  which  the  jury  were  sworn,  "  well 
and  truly  to  try  and  true  deliverance  make,"  then  the  language 
of  the  record,  to  be  true,  must  necessarily  be  as  follows,  viz., 
after  the  accustomed  formula  setting  out  the  jury  process : 
"And  the  jurors  of  the  said  jury  empanelled  and  returned, 
&c.,  being  called,  come,  who  being  elected,  tried  and  sworn  to 
speak  the  truth,  of  and  concerning  the  premises,  (that  is  to 
say,  the  issue  joined  as  to  whether  the  said  Edward  MaHin 
Ls  or  is  not  guilty  of  the  felony  and  larceny  in  the  indictment 
aforesaid  above  specified,)  upon  their  oath  say  that  the  said 
Edward  Martin  is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor."  This,  incon- 
sistent and  absurd  though  it  is,  must  necessarily  be  the 
language  of  the  record  roll,  unless  this  Court  can  pivprio 
vigore  alter  the  verdict  on  file,  find  by  implication  and  pre* 
sumed  intention  what  the  jury  have  not  found,  and  sanction 
inserting  such  implied  verdict  into  a  solemn  record  which 
imports  incontrovertible  verity.  Such  will  be  the  inevitable 
result  of  this  decision  for  which,  I  much  fear,  no  precedent 
will  be  found  in  the  records  of  criminal  proceedings  in  West' 
minster  EalL 

I  have  already  said  that  I  concur  with  the  opinion 
expressed  by  the  learned  Judge,  that  this  prisoner  could  not 
have  been  found  guilty  of  larceny,  the  only  crime  mentioned 
in  the  indictment.  It  is  certain  that  he  could  not  have  been 
BO  convicted,  because  he  first  obtained  possession  of  the  goods 
as  a  salvor,  when  he  found  them  floating  on  the  high  seas. 
He  thus,  as  the  report  shows,  obtained  the  possession  inno- 
cently and  without  any  degree  of  criminality.  In  Rex  v. 
Christopher^  1  Bell  C.  C,  27,  the  Court  distinctly  laid  dowxi 
the  principle  that,  in  order  to  convict  the  finder  of  property 
of  larceny,  it  is  essential  that  there  should  be  evidence  of  an 
intention  to  appropriate  the  property  at  the  time  of  finding, 
and  that  evidence  of  any  subsequent  intent  to  do  so  was 
insafBcient  In  that  case  the  learned  Judge  told  the  jury 
that  a  felonious  intent  was  necessary  to  every  larceny,  but 
that  the  intent  might  be  inferred  from  acts  subsequent  to,  as 
well  as  immediate  upon  the  finding,  and  that  if  the  prisoner, 
when  he  discovered  the  owner,  did  not  take  measures  to  find 

I,  they  might  from  his  behaviour  infer  such  intention. 
9» 
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The  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal,  however,  held  this  direction 
wroDg,  as  it  was  calculated  to  lead  the  jury  to  suppose  that  a 
felonious  intent  subsequent  to  the  finding  was  sufiicient. 
BoBtt  629.  It  is  quite  true  that  this  prisoner  knew  from  the 
first  that  these  were  wrecked  goods,  and  that  they  had  an 
owner  who  might  have  been  discovered;  that  circumstance 
might  in  a  certain  sense  distinguish  his  case  from  that  of  the 
prisoner  last  referred  to.  But  that  is  quite  immaterial,  for  it 
is  certain  that  he  had  no  felonious  intent  when  he  became 
possessed,  and,  therefore,  notwithstanding  his  subsequent 
behaviour  in  relation  to  the  goods  on  board  his  vessel,  to 
which  he  transferred  them,  he  was  not  guilty  of  larceny.  In 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  Prtfdcn^  2  Dear  C.  C^  353,  which  vras 
that  of  a  lost  bank-note  found  b}*  a  person  who  appropriated 
it  to  his  own  use,  it  was  decided  that  the  jury  are  not  to  be 
directed  to  consider  at  what  time  the  prisoner  after  taking  it 
into  his  possession  resolved  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use» 
but  whether  at  the  time  he  took  possession  of  it  he  knew  or 
had  the  means  of  knowing  who  the  owner  was,  and  took 
possession  of  the  note  with  intent  to  steal  it,  for  if  bis  original 
possession  of  it  was  an  innocent  one,  no  subsequent  change  of 
his  mind  or  resolution  to  appropriate  to  his  own  use  would 
amount  to  larceny.  This  is,  of  course,  decisive  to  show  that 
no  inference  of  a  felonious  intent  at  the  time  of  the  original 
taking  could  be  dmwn  from  any  subsequent  acts  of  the 
prisoner,  on  board  the  Ttazer^  which  are  the  only  acts 
reported. 

But  if  the  prisoner  had  committed  larceny,  it  was  larceny 
committed  on  the  high  seas.  The  case  would  not  have  been 
within  the  provisions  of  the  18  k  19  Ftc,  chap.  91,  sec.  21, 
that  offence  not  having  been  committed  on  board  a  BriiUh 
ship,  or  in  a  foreign  port  or  harbor.  It  would  have  been 
within  the  12  &  13  Vic,  chap.  96,  and  if  the  indictment  bad 
been  framed  under  it,  the  prisoner  (if  guilty  of  larceny)  might 
have  been  convicted  under  it. 

The  learned  Judge  has  not  in  terms  asked  for  our  opinion 
on  the  point  of  jurisdiction,  (which  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  taken  at  the  trial,  although  it  was  at  the  argument^)  but 
he  has  in  efiisct  done  so  when  he  submitted  the  question  as  to 
the  legality  of  the  prisoner's  conviction  for  the  statutaUe 
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misdemeanor.  I  feel  myself  unable  to  express  an  opinion  on 
that  subject  without  inquiring  whether  the  learned  Judge  had 
jurisdiction  to  try  the  larceny,  for  if  he  had  not  such  jurisdic- 
tion, all  the  proceedings  before  him  are  void.  The  prisoner  in 
such  case  could  not  have  been  legally  acquitted  so  as  to 
discharge  him  from  liability  to  be  tried  for  the  same  larceny 
by  a  competent  tribunal.  Then  it  is  to  my  mind  clear  beyond 
question  that  he  could  not  be  legally  convicted  of  the  offence 
of  "  fraudulent  appropriation,"  which  was  not  made  the 
subject  of  an  indictment  against  him  for  that  offence.  It  is 
indispensable  that  be  should  have  been  legally  acquitted  of 
the  larceny  in  order  to  make  him  liable  to  be  convicted  of  the 
misdemeanor,  under  that  same  indictment  for  the  larceny. 
This  liability  to  conviction  for  misdemeanor  under  the  stat&te, 
when  the  sole  indictment  is  for  larceny,  is  mei*ely  accessorial 
to  a  legal  and  final  acquittal  for  the  latter  offence.  The 
learned  Judge  has  reported  that  he  directed  the  jury,  if  they 
believed  the  witnesses  for  the  crown  that  they  might  find  the 
prisoner  guilty  of  the  misdemeanor.  This  is  rather  indefinite. 
If  (as  is  probable)  the  learned  Judge  directed  the  jury  to 
inquire  into  the  intent  indicated,  and  into  the  efiect  of  the 
prisoner's  acts  in  view  of  what  is  pointed  out  by  the  Legis- 
lature, then  I  think  the  jury  were  rightly  instructed  as  to  the 
ingredients  of  the  statutable  offence,  but  if  what  is  reported 
(and  I  cannot  imply  what  is  not  reported)  was  all  that  the 
learned  Judge  told  the  jury,  then  I  should  feel  myself  bound 
to  say  that  in  my  opinion  they  were  not  properly  directed. 
In  order  to  constitute  the  statutable  offence  indicated  by  sec. 
110,  chap.  21,  of  the  Dominion  Acts  of  18G9,  it  is  necessary 
that  the  party  charged  should  have  had  an  intent  to  defraud 
by  appropriating  unlawfully  to  his  own  use,  or  to  the  use  of 
some  other  person,  property,  and  that  ho  should  have  so 
appropriated  as  to  deprive  some  other  person  at  least  tem- 
porarily of  the  advantage,  use  or  enjoyment  of  a  beneficial 
interest  in  the  property  which  such  person  had  therein.  Now 
the  history  of  the  property  in  question  in  this  case,  and  of 
the  acts  of  the  piisoner  in  relation  to  it,  and  to  any  person 
interested  therein,  as  reported,  is  as  follows :  The  property 
was  a  portion  of  the  cargo  of  a  ship  wrecked  when  on  her 
voyage  to  Halifax^  and  it  was  picked  up  by.  the  prisoner  and 
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others,  his  boat's  crew,  as  salvors,  when  it  floated  with  other 
goods  on  the  high  seas.    The  prisoner  with  others  pix>fessiDg 
to  be  salvors,  brought  it  in  his  boat  to  his  own  vessel  moored 
near  the  wreck.    When  on  board  of  her  the  property  was 
taken  out  of  the  tin-lined  box  that  contained  it  when  it  was 
found,  was  put  by  the  prisoner  part  into  his  cabin,  and  the 
remainder  into  the  hold  of  his  vessel.    A  witness  proved  that 
the  prisoner  claimed  a  portion  of  the  property  so  salved,  and 
that  he  said  he  had  given  portions  of  it  to  the  other  salvors. 
The  same  witness  also  testified  that  on  the  pru^>ner's  refusing 
to  give  him  a  poition  of  the  property  which  be  claimed  from 
the  prisoner,  Over  and  above  what  he  had  fraudulently  received 
from  him,  that  same  witness  informed  against  the  prisoner. 
It  was  proved  that  De  Wolfe  Jb  Son  acted  as  agents  for  the  line 
of  steamei^  of  which  the  wrecked  vessel  was  one,  and  settled 
with  some  of  the  salvors,  and  that  the  captain  of  the  steamer 
wrocked  remained  about  her  for  ten  days  or  so  after  she  got 
on  shore.    Wo  are  informed  by  the  report  of  a  proved  admis- 
sion by  the  prisoner,  (and  his  admitted  act  was  clearly  done 
unlawfully,  and  with  intent  to  defraud  somebody  beneficially 
interested  in  the  property,)  that  he  had  appropriated  a  portion 
of  it  to  the  use  of  other  persons  not  entitled  to  it  to  whom  he 
gave  it    But  it  occura  tp  me  that  it  may  be  questionable 
whether  the  ofience  under  section  110  would  be  complete  if  the 
facts  did  not  sliow  some  particular  defined  person,  beneficially 
intei*este<l  in  the  propeHy  appropriated  at  the  time  of  the 
appropriation.    The  language  of  section  23  of  chap.  19  of  the 
Dominion  Acts  of  18G9,  relative  to  forgery  is  (identical  in 
that  respect  with  section  110)  :  **  Whosoever  with  intent  to 
defraud,  forges,"  Jl^,  and  the  Legislature  deemed  it  necessary 
by  section  51  of  the  same  statute  to  enact  that  it  shall  be 
sufficient  in  any  indictment  for  forging,  jbc.,  where  it  shall  be 
necessary  to  allege  an  intent  to  defraud,  to  allege  that  the 
party  accused  did  the  act  with  intent  to  defraud,  without 
alleging  an  intent  to  defraud  any  particular  person ;  and  on 
the  trial  of  any  such  offence  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to 
prove  an  intent  to  defraud  any  particular  person,  but  it  shall 
be  sufficient  to  prove  that  tb^  party  did  the  act  with  an  intent 
to  defraud."    If  thero  be'  a  reasonable  doubt  on  tliis  pointy  the 
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state  of    facts  rqxivtec!  would    not  seem    to  support    the 
conviction. 

Another  view  of  this  case  remains  to  be  considered  and  in 
relation  to  it  I  must  be  permitted  to  say  that  my  mind  is 
unable'to  conceive  of  any  possible  answer  that  can  be  given 
to  the  argument  of  its  concIusivenesH.  The  learned  Judge 
has  asked  from  the  Court  its  opinion  as  to  whether  the 
prisoner  has  been  rightly  convicted  for  a  misdemeanor.  To 
that  question  I  answer,  in  addition  to  what  I  have  already 
observed,  as  follows :  Looking  at  the  facts  reported,  and  at 
the  indictment  before  us;  at  the  indictment  as  containing  an 
express  charge  of  larceny,  and  in  view  of  section  110,  an 
implied  charge  of  fraudulent  appropriation,  and  regarding  all 
these  in  the  light  of  the  common  law,  and  of  every  statute 
that  can  bear  on  the  ease,  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  Province 
bad  no  jurisdiction  whatever  over  any  matter  which  was  in 
issue  before  the  learned  Judge  at  the  trial  which  he  convicted. 
All  the  facts,  as  they  are  reported,  took  place  on  the  high 
seas,  or  on  board  a  British  ship  on  the  high  seas,  and  not 
within  the  body  of  the  county  of  Halifax.  The  indictment 
contains  no  allegation  that  the  ofience  charged  was  committed 
on  the  high  se&s  or  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty. 
The  county  of  Hedifax  is  the  veniie  stated  in  the  margin,  and 
in  every  count  the  venue  is  laid  at  Herring  Cove,  in  the 
county  of  Halifax.  Chitty  says  (Criminal  Law,  vol.  1,  p.  177): 
"At  common  law  the  veniie  should  always  be  laid  in  the 
county  where  the  offence  was  committed,  although  the  charge 
is  in  its  nature  transitory.  It  is  an  essential  ingredient  in 
the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  prosecutor  to  prove  that  it  was 
committed  within  it."  Now  turning  to  the  point  of  jurisdic- 
tion, we  find  the  same  leame J  author  at  page  186  of  the  same 
volume  thus  stating  a  familiar  principle :  ''  At  common  law 
no  offence  committed  on  the  high  seas  could  be  enquired  of." 
Then  again  in  the  second  volume  of  the  same  work,  page  3, 
we  find  the  language  of  the  precedent  of  an  indictment  for  an 
offence  within  the  Admiralty  jurisdiction  to  be  found  in  these 
words:  "And  the  jurors  say  that  with  force  and  arms 
upon  the  high  seas,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Admiralty  of  England,  in  and  on  board  of  a  certain  ship 
called,  &;c.,  then  and  there  being  feloniously,  4sc"    An  allega- 
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tion  in  the  indictment  that  the  offence  was  committed  on  the 
high  seas  is  indispensable  to  give  the  Common  Law  Court 
jurisdiction  over  a  subject  matter  occurring  on  the  high  seas, 
unless  some  statute  be  shown  to  have  dispensed  with  it.  It 
is  in  terms  required  by  the  modem  statutes  govemiog  such 
cases  in  England,  viz.,  the  24  &  25  Ftc,  chap.  96  (the  Lcureenjf 
Act),  sec.  115,  and  by  the  24  &  25  Vic,  chap.  94,  sec.  9.  It  is 
so  absolutely  necessary  under  the  12  &  13  Vic.,  chap.  96,  or 
under  the  18  &  19  Vic,  chap.  91,  sec.  21,  noticed  by  the 
learned  Chief  Justice,  that  no  Court  in  Her  Majesty's 
dominions  therein  referred  to  has  jurisdiction  without  it.  By 
those  statutes,  the  only  ones  that  effect  the  .case,  the  jurisdic* 
tion  in  question  is  only  given  to  an  ordinary  court  of  justice 
in  Her  Majesty's  dominions  provided  the  prisoner  (if  he  be  a 
BHtish  subject)  indicted,  charged  with  larceny,  committed 
the  crime  or  offence  of  which  he  is  charged  either  on  board  a 
British  ship  on  the  high  seas,  or  in  a  foreign  port  or 
harbor.  The  crown  cannot,  of  course,  be  in  any  stronger 
position  against  this  prisoner,  charged  by  legal  implication 
only,  with  a  fraudulent  appropriation  under  section  110,  than 
it  would  have  occupied  if  the  prisoner  had  been  so  expressly 
charged.  ,  The  case  then,  as  respects  this  last  view  that  I  have 
taken  of  it,  stands  thus:  The  prisoner  chai^ged  with  the 
statutable  offence  of  a  fraudulent  appropriation  of  goods,  as 
if  committed  in  the  county  of  Halifax,  has  been  found  guilty, 
although  the  crown  proved  that  the  offence  (if  committed  at 
all)  was  committed  by  the  prisoner  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Admiralty,  and  not  within  the  county  of  Halifax.  How 
then  can  this  conviction  be  sustained  ? 

From  the  reasons  which  I  have  stated  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  prisoner  ought  not  to  have  been  convicted.. 
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AmicATiOH  WM  made  to  set  «sld«  a  l»n>pleoe  entered  into  on  bebett  of  detendftnti  on  in 
appeel,  upon  the  gvonnds ; 
*     FvnA :  that  one  of  the  ball  was  a  defendant  In  the  action. 

Sseond :  that  he  was  a  barrlttor  and  attornej  of  the  Coart. 

Ihird:  that  neither  of  the  ball  had  Jostiaed  in  an  amount  doable  the  amount  of  the 
▼wdiet  ^ 

BM:  as  to  the  Arat  objection,  that  the  ftet  of  one  of  the  ball  beinf  a  stock-holder  in 
the  defendant  company  did  not  incapacitate  him  from  becoming  bid].  As  to  the  eeoond,  that 
not  having  practiced  for  nearly  half -a-centuiy,  the  objection  did  not  apply,  and,  lastly,  that 
the  third  objection  oould  be  cored  by  amendment  which  the  Court  had  power  to  grant. 

McCuLLY,  J.,  now,  (December  28th,  1872,)  delivered  the 
,  jadgment  of  the  Couit : — 

This  was  an  application  upon  affidavit  made  before  me  at 
Chambers,  and  I  granted  an  order  nisi  returnable  the  first 
day  of  term,  to  set  aside  a  special  bail  piece  or  recognizance 
entered  into  on  behalf  of  defendants  to  respond  the  judgment 
to  be  finally  given  in  this  cause  under  section  197  of  our 
Practice  Act,  upon  the  grounds,  first,  that  John  J.  Sawyer^ 
one  of  the  bail,  is  a  defendant;  secondly,  that  he  is  a  barrister 
and  attorney  of  this  Court,  and,  lastly,  because  neither  he  nor 
the  co-bail,  Thomas  A.  Ritchie,  had  justified  in  a  sufficient 
amount,  that  is  to  say,  not  in  double  the  amour  t  of  the  verdict 
As  regards  the  first  ground,  the  affidavit  of  plaintiff  states  that 
Sawyer  is  a  shareholder  and  director  in  defendant  company. 
But  no  authorities  were  cited  to  show  that  such  a  relation  to 
a  joint  stock  company  would  incapacitate  a  party  to  become 
bail,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  I  do  not  see  why  it  should. 
As  regards  the  second  objection,  Saivyei*  comes  forward  and 
swears  that  he  has  never  practised  as  an  attorney  for  the  last 
forty-eight  years.  Now,  although  it  is'  an  ancient  rule  of  the 
Supreme  Courts  of  .law  in  Enngland  that  no  attorney  shall  be 
bail  in  any  action  or  suit  depending  in  the  courts,  and  which 
may  be  said  to  be  in  force  here  under  the  243rd  section  of  our 
Practice  Ad,  legalizing  the  practice  in  England  previous  to, 
and  in  lorofi,  1  Wm.  IV.,  yet  even  there  this  has  long  been 
held  to  apply  only  to  practising  attorneys,  and  it  has  always 
been  held  that  an  attorney  is  liable  to  an  action  on  bis  recog« 
nizance  of  bail,  though  contrary  to  the  rule  of  court  that  he 
should  be  bail  at  all.  See  1  Chitty,  714.  But  a  person  who 
swears  that*he  has  never  practised  as  barrister  or  attorney  for 
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nearly  half  a  century  will  scarcely  be  held  to  be  disqnalified 
as  an  attorney,  much  less  as  a  practising  attorney,  to  become 
bail.  As  i*egards  the  third  objection,  that  the  bail  had  not 
justified  in  an  amount  sufficientlj'  lai^,  there  is  much  force 
in  it,  and  if  it  were  not  that  the  Court  possesses  the  power 
to  allow  an  amendment. in  such  a  case,  the  bail  piece  would 
probably  be  set  aside.  As  to  the  power  to  grant  amendments  in 
such  cases,  see  HaiFa  Bail,  1  Cliit  R,  79  ;  see  also  Hay  ward!  9 
Bail,  1  Chit.  R.,  11 ;  see  also  George  v7 Bamsley,  1  Ch.,  13, 
showing  tliat  the  Court  exercises,  and  has  always  exercised, 
the  power  of  allowing  or  refusing  amendments  in  cases  of  bail. 
See  also  Foi^hea  Bail,  2  Dowl.,  386;  Chit  Aixhbold,  837;' 
Pet4i'8  Dijf^  270. 

But  why  should  the  Court  be  invoked  to  make  this  rule 
nisi  absolute?  Oiti  bonot  The  order  made  absolute  would 
only  strike  down  the  bail  piece  and  leave  the  rule  taken  out 
for  a  new  trial  untouched.  It  niay  be  contended,  possibly 
that  if  the  bail  piece  were  set  aside  for  irregularity,  the  rule 
for  a  new  trial,  and  the  entry  of  the  cause  upon  the  docket 
for  argument,  would  fall  with  it  That,  to  say  the  least  of  it, 
is  very  questionable,  and  the  case  of  HopkiTiaoii  v.  StUembier, 
7  Dow.  P.  C,  493 ;  5M.£  If.,  423,  is  authority,  I  think,  rather 
to  the  contrary.  There  the  defendant  was  held  to  bail  on 
an  insufficient  affidavit,  and  the  application  was  to  set  aside 
the  capias.  Held  the  application  should  have  been  to  set 
aside  ^e  Judge's  order.  See  also  the  case  of  Thorpe  v.  Bear, 
2  B.  &  A.,  373,  and  Pyke  v.  Davis,  4  Jur.,  395,  to  show  that 
in  general  applying  to  set  aside  proceedings  on  the  ground  of 
a  certain  irregularity,  is  a  waiver  of  any  other  irregularity 
known  to  exbt. 

The  rule  nisi,  we  think,  to  be  available  for  plaintifiTs 
purpose,  should  either  have  been  to  set  aside  the  liail  piece 
and  the  rule  for  a  new  trial,  or  to  set  aside  the  bail  piece 
and  all  subsequent  proceedings  thereunder  on  the  part  of 
defendant,  or  to  that  effect 

The  Court,  therefore,  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  should 
be  discharged,  reserving  the  question  of  co8t%  and  that 
defendants  be  peinnitted  to  amend,  on  application  to  be  made 
for  that  purpose,  if  they  see  fit  at  any  time  within  four  days^ 
by  having  proper  bail  duly  justified. 
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AcnoH  was  broagbt  by  plaintiff  affAinit  dofendMiti  a  company  incorpor«tod  in  Kovn 
Sootia,  but  rosldlnff  In  the  United  BUtee,  and  not  British  tnbjacte.  An  Attorney  In  Halifax 
waa  retained  by  them  to  defend  the  cause,  and  took  tome  proceedings  therein,  and,  according 
to  the  aOdaTlt  o(  plaintirs  attorney,  proiulied  to  appear  and  plead.  This,  however,  dofend- 
ant*i  attomqr  denied.  PtaintUTi  attorney,  after  eome  yean  delay,  applied  to  the  Court  for 
an  order  requiring  defendant's  attorney  to  enter  an  appearance  In  oider  that  the  Court  might 
hare  Jurisdiction. 

BeUl,  that  if  defendants*  attorney  had  given  a  signed  undertaking  to  appear,  he  would 
be  compelled  to  do  eo ;  but  that  otherwise  the  Court  had  no  Jurisdiction,  and  could  not  grant 
the  desired  order. 

McCuLLY,  J.,  now,  (January  Srcl,  1873,)  delivered  the 
jadgment  of  tbe  Court ; — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  order  of  Mr.  Justice  WiUcina 
made  at  chambers,  requiring  Hon.  W.  A.  Henry,  Q.  C,  to  file 
an  appearance  for  defendants  in  this  cause  conformable  to  an 
alleged  verbal  undertaking  so  to  do.  McDonald,  Q.  C,  for 
plaintiff,  Henry,  Q.  C,  for  defendants. 

.  The  present  is  a  second  argument.  This  case  was  heard 
in  July  term,  1872,  before  thi*ee  Judges  who  did  not  concur 
in  their  opinions,  and  was  now  argued  before  the  whole  Court, 
Judge  Dodd  absent  and  Judge  Ritdiie  disqualified.  The 
action  was  brought  against  defendants,  who  are  a  company 
incorporated  in  Nona  Scotia  but  residing  in  the  United  States^ 
out  of  the  Province,  not  being  British  subjects,  under  part  2nd 
of  the  Practice  Act,  chap.  134,  R.  S.  At  some  previous  stafi^e 
of  the  cause  a  question  arose,  and  after  argument  this  Court 
decided  that  section  2  of  the  second  part  of  the  Practice  Act, 
applicable  to  persons  residing  out  of  the  Province  not  being 
British  subjects,  does  not  apply  to  incorporated  com- 
panies. {Vide  2  N.  8.  Decisions,  p.  73.)  Therefore 
unless  or  until  an  appearance  has  been  filed  this  Court 
possesses  no  jurisdiction.  After  the  writ  issued  I7th 
September,  186.8,  and  had  been  served  upon  the  president  of 
the  company  in  the  United  States,  Mr,  Henry,  it  appears 
from  his  own  affidavit,  was  retained  by  defendants  as  their 
counsel  and  attorney  to  defend  the  suit  Without  filing  or 
serving  any  appearance  he  moved  this  Court<:and  obtained  an 
order  nisi  to  change  the  position  of  the  cause  on  the  trial 
docket,  and  J.  y.  Richie,  Esq.,  plaintiff's  attorney,  swears  that 
Mr.  Henry  "  promised  from  time  to  time  that  .he  would  appear 
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and  plead,  &c"  This  allegaticm,  however,  is  met  by  Mr,  Henry 
swearing  as  follows :  "  And  I  further  say  that  I  did  not  at 
any  time  promise  the  said  attorney  to  appear  in  this  cause, 
&c.,"  although  he  admits  in  another  portion  of  his  affidavit 
that  he  requested  plaintiff's  attorney  not  to  mark  default,  aad 
explains  his  reasons  for  doing  so.  The  contention  on  the  part 
of  plaintiff's  counsel  now  is,  that  Eenry,  having  sworn  that 
be  was  retained  as  counsel  and  attorney  of  defendant,  that 
having  promised  verbally  to  appear  as  alleged,  and  having 
either  himself  or  by  his  partner  (as  plaintiff^s  attorney 
swears  he  believes),  when  the  cause  was  called  first  day  of 
term  on  the  trial  list,  answered  "  for  tincU,"  and  having  sued 
out  the  rule  nisi  above  referred  to,  he  is  now  bound  and  com- 
pellable, and  should  be  required  to  file  an  appearance  in  this 
cause.  On  the  other  side  Mr.  Henry  swears  that  he  never 
promised  to  appear  in  the  cause.  His  affidavit,  however,  war- 
rants the  conclusion,  I  think,  that  in  the  early  history  of  the 
cause  he  intended  to  file  an  appearance,  and  it  was  perhaps 
no  strained  conclusion  on  the  part  of  plaintiff^s  attorney  that 
he  should  suppose  that  he  would  file  an  appearance,  but  Mr. 
Henry*8  clients,  before  an^*  appearance  actually  filed,  hiiving 
consulted  counsel  abroad,  cautioned  him  against  filing  the 
issued  appearance,  and  eventually  gave  him  such  instructions 
as  appear  by  the  letters  and  affidavits  read  as  would  amount 
to  a  positive  disobedience  of  his  instructions  had  he  filed  the 
appearance  demanded  by  plaintiff's  attorney. 

Mr.  Justice  WUkins  ha«>ing  made  the  order  niai  requiring 
him  to  file  an  appearance  absolute,  and  there  being  an  appeid 
therefrom,  this  Court  is  now  called  upon  to  decide  whether, 
under  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  affidavits  i-ead,  the  substance 
of  which  is  given  as  above,  the  Judge's  order  made  should  be 
confirmed  or  reversed. 

There  can  be  no  room  for  doubt  that  if  an  attorney  of  this 
Court  gives  an  undertaking  to  appear  in  a  cause  in  his 
character  of  attorney  if  the  cause  is  one  over  which  the  Court 
possesses  jurisdiction,  the  Court  has  the  power  and  would 
enforce  such  undertaking  or  punish  the  breach  of  it  in  a  sum- 
mary way.  According  to  some  authorities,  says  A  rchibodd, 
12th  ed.,  page  103,  the  undertaking  must  be  in  writing  and 
by  the  attorney,  but  he  adds  in  one  case  it  seems  a 
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verbal  undertaking  was  cousidered  sufficient,  and  there  appears 
to  be  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  so.  On  this  subject  Tidd 
says :  "  Where  an  attorney  of  either  bench  has  accepted  a 
warrant  or  subsciibed  a  process,  declaration,  or  warrant  to 
appear,  the  rule  is  that  he  shall  be  compelled  to  cause  an 
appearance  or  be  liable  to  an  attachment,  or  put  out  of  the 
roll,  and  the  party  is  not  to  be  received  to  countermand  such 
appearance  after  his  retainer."  In  the  foot-note  he  gives  as 
authority  R  M.,  1544,  sec.  10;  Lofft,  192,  3,  by  which  it 
appears  that  the  undertaking  must  be  signed.  Tidd,  4th  ed., 
p.  241. 

It  is  not  contended  that  there  was  any  written  undertaking 
in  this  case.  Then  if  we  adopt  the  usual  rule  that  when  two 
affidavits  conflict  they  neutralize  each  other  unless  there  is 
some  mighty  preponderance  to  incline  the  scale  one  way  or 
the  other  the  plaintiffs  case  is  met,  I  think,  in  limine. 

But  if  that  be  not  the  case  here,  how  can  it  be  expected 
that  this  Court  will  attempt  to  exert  its  summary  jurisdiction 
in  a  case  where  the  want  of  a  proper  writ,  or  rather  in  the 
absence  of  the  defendants,  and  without  means  of  compelling 
them  to  appear,  it  possesses  no  jurisdiction  over  the  cause  or 
over  the  parties. 

At  page  101  of  his  Legal  Maitims,  Broom  says :  "  Even 
Parliament  has  no  power  save  in  matters  of  procedure  to 
legislate  for  foreigners  out  of  the  dominion,  beyond  the  juris- 
diction of  the  British  crown,"  citing  Lopez  v.  Burdem,  4  Moo. 
P.  C.  C,  300,  305.  "  It  is  clear,"  observed  Park,  B.,  in  Oeffii^eya 
V.  Boosey,  H.  L.  C.»  815,  that  the  Legislature  has  no  power 
over  any  persons  except  its  own  subjects,  that  is  persons 
natural  bom  subjects  or  residents,  or  whilst  they  are  within 
the  limits  of  the  kingdom."  Now  there  being  no  procedure 
(legislative)  to  call  before  this  Court  a  class  of  defendants 
such  as  those  in  this  action,  ii  is  evident  to  me  that  the 
process  issued  out  is  not  merely  irregular  or  voidable,  but 
absolutely  void.  OhU.  Archbold  lays  down  the  rule  thus: 
"When  the  proceeding  adopted  is  that  presented  by  the 
practice  of  the  Court,  and  the  error  is  merely  in  the  manner 
of  taking  it,  such  an  error  is  an  irregularity,  and  may  be 
waived  by  the  laches  or  subsequent  act  of  the  opposite  party. 
But  when  the  proceeding  itself  is  altogether  uQwarranted,  and 
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different  from  that,  if  any,  which  ought  to  have  been  taken, 
then  the  proceeding  in  gcncml  is  a  nullity,  and  cannot  be 
waived  by  any  act  of  the  party  against  whom  taken." 
12th  ed..  p.  147. 

In  the  wano  of  jurisdiction  the  plaintiff  here  is  unable  to 
do  as  in  the  cases  reported  upon  this  subject  There  the 
practice  as  a  rule  would  seem  to  have  been  for  the  plaintiff 
after  an  undertaking  promised  and  not  performed,  to  proceed 
by  a  default,  judgment  and  execution,  and  leave  defendant  to 
apply  for  relief.  And  in  such  cases  the  Court  as  a  rule 
refuses  it,  where  the  attorney  is  a  person  able  to  respond  to 
the  aggrieved  party.  See  Eisher,  447-449,  and  cases  cited. 
For  the  want  of  jurisdiction  and,  because  even  if  the  defend- 
ants had  not  been  an  incorporated  company,  and  so  not 
amenable,  but  private  individuals  within  the  purview  of  the 
statute,  plaintiff  could  take  no  step  without  a  Judge's  order, 
it  is  therefore  clear  that  a  broad  line  of  distinction  is  per- 
ceptible between  this  and  ordinary  cases  of  writs  issued  at 
common  law  where  the  jurisdiction  is  unquestionable. 

The  case  of  Forbes  v.  Smith,  10  Exch.,  717,  was  relied  on 
by  plaintiff's  counsel  as  an  authority.  There,  however, 
defendant  was  a  British  .subject  residing  in  FixLTice,  and 
served  with  a  summons  in  the  form  prescribed  as  applicable 
to  a  Bi'itish  subject  residing  abroad.  Defendant  appeared, 
and  finding  after  declaration  that  the  cause  of  action  did  not 
arise  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  applied  to  set  the 
writ  aside.  Held  there  was  no  irregularity  in  the  writ  itself. 
Rule  refused.  But  that  distinguishes  the  two  cases,  liecause 
the  Legislatui-e  has  never  provided  for  serving  a  corporation 
residing  abroad,  as  decided  in  Ingate  v.  Lloyd  AustriacOf  in 
4  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  704. 

Under  no  known  proce&s  of  law  could  plaintiff  compel  an 
appeai*ance  on  the  part  of  defendants  themselves,  because  there 
is  no  provision  at  common  law  or  by  statute  existing  enabling 
him  to  sue  defendants  in  the  character  of  an  incorporated  com- 
pany i-esiding  abroad.  In  none  of  the  several  aspects  of  the  case 
in  which  it  presents  itself,  or  under  any  of  the  authorities  cited, 
can  he.  I  think,  compel  Air.  Henry  to  file  an  appearance,  and 
I  therefore  am  of  opinion  that  the  Judge's  order  must  be 
rever^:cd,  and  that  the  order  nisi  should  be  discharged. 
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PLAi!rnFFB'  eubler  gar«  a  bond  wherelo  be  wm  Joined  by  live  inretics  fer  hiB  fidelity  and 
good  conanct,  the  pentlty  of  the  bond  being  940,000,  and  the  condition  reciting  that  each 
•urety  wu  bound  in  the  fam  of  9S»000.  The  cashier  beeome  a  defaulter  in  a  Teiy  large  amount, 
and  the  plaintiffs  entered  into  necotlatlons  with  K.,  one  of  the  sureties,  which  resuUcd  in  an 
agreement  between  them,  whereby  K.  undertook  to  pay  one-flfth  of  the  balance  due  upon  the 
bond  after  tiie  deduction  ot  certain  credits,  and  gave  his  note  for  the  amount  Subsequently, 
plaintiffs  sued  upon  the  bond,  crediting  In  their  particulars,  the  sum  K.  had  promised  to  pa>', 
but  liad  not  paid  up  to  date  of  the  trial.  K.  pleaded  to  the  writ  a  number  of  pleas,  one  being 
that  the  bond  was  a  sereral,  and  not  a  joint  and  soTeral  bond,  and  seven  pleas  on  equitable 
grounds.  Tlie  Jury  found  for  plaintiffs  in  a  lees  amount,  however,  than  they  claimed,  but 
they  acquiesced  in  the  verdict,  and  made  no  attempt  to  disturb  it.  K.,  alone  of  the  defendants, 
resisted  the  verdict,  contending  that  the  bond  was  a  several  obligation,  and  that  the  receipt 
given  by  plointiflk  to  him  at  the  time  of  the  settlement  between  them  being  in  proof,  shouM 
be  considered  as  payment  to  that  extent  on  his  own  account 

nOd,  that  K.  having  i  nvoked  its  equitable  Jurisdiction,  the  Court  had  full  power  to  deal 
with  the  cise,  that  the  bond  was  a  joint  and  several  obligation,  that  if  K.  had  actually  paid 
ttie  amount  mentioned  In  the  receipt  he  might  have  ground  for  complaint,  but  that  not 
having  done  so  the  veidict  {or  plaintiff  must  stand. 

YouNO,  C.  J.,  now,  (Febraary  4th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows: — 

This  action  is  brought  upon  a  bond  dated  1st  July,  1865, 
in  the  penal  sum  of  840,000,  executed  by  Mr,  Fornian,  the 
then  cashier  of  the  Bank,  and  by  Messrs.  Keith,  McKinlay, 
YeomanSf  Stanford,  and  E.  M,  Archibald,  as  his  sureties  for 
his  fidelity  and  good  conduct  in  that  capacity.  By  the  bond 
itself  these  six  obligors  are  held  and  firmly  bound  to  the 
Bank  by  its  corporate  name  in  the  above  sum,  for  the  pay- 
ment whereof  they  bind  themselves,  and  6ach  of  them  by 
himself,  their  and  every  of  their  heirs,  executors,  and  admin- 
istrators. In  the  condition  it  is  recited  that  the  said  five' 
sureties  had  undertaken  to  become  bound  for  the  said  cashier, 
that  is  to  say,  "the  said  AUocander  /feif^  in  the  sum  of  88000, 
and  so  with  the  other  four  each  in  the  like  sum  of  $8000,  in 
and  by  the  said  bond  or  obligation,  and  subject  to  the  condi- 
tions following ;"  and  then  the  conditions  are  set  out  in  very 
ample  terms.  In  th  is  judgment  I  shall  have  to  deal  chiefly 
with  the  pleas  of  Mr.  Keith,  the  22nd  of  which  is,  that  the 
bond  is  a  several  and  not  a  joint  bond ;  and  as  this  position 
was  strenuously  urged  at  the  argument  and  strikes  at  the 
very  root  of  the  action,  I  shall  look  into  it  first  of  all. 
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It  was  alleged,  and  several  cases  cited  to  show,  that  the 
recital  in  a  bond  would  often  control  the  condition,  which  is 
undoubtedly  true.  In  the  case  of  sureties,  in  Samom.  v.  Bdl^ 
2  Camp.,  89,  two  cases  were  cited  in  which  all  the  previous 
authorities  were  referred  to.  Lord  ElUnborough  fully 
acceded  to  these  cases,  adding,  "  They  apply  to  the  time  for 
which  sureties  shall  be  liable,  and  where  this  is  definitely 
marked  out  in  the  recital  of  the  condition,  it  is  not  to  be 
extended  by  any  subsequent  general  words," — that  is  to  say, 
the  agreement  of  the  parties  expressed  on  the  face  of  the 
instrument  shall  be  carried  out  "  In  truth,"  says  Wightnian^ 
J.,  in  L(yiidon  A88urance  Company  v.  Bolt,  6  Q.  B.,  526,  "  the 
recital  is  the  proper  ke}^  to  the  meaning  of  the  condition." 
But  that  is  not  the  contention  here.  No  one  would  contend 
now-a-days,  when  the  old  common  law  doctrine,  by  which, 
upon  a  breach  of  the  condition,  the  whole  penalty  of  a  bond 
was  recoverable,  has  been  abrogated  by  statute  and  by  practice, 
that  any  one  of  these  sureties  could  ever  be  held  liable  at 
common  law,  and  certainly  not  in  equity,  for  more  than  $8000 
each.  "  Care  should  be  taken  that  the  condition  of  a  bond 
should  be  clear  and  explicit,  for  the  condition  of  the  bond 
being  in  favor  of  the  obligor,  as  protecting  him  from  the 
penalty  is  liberally  construed,  and  hence  any  words  expreasing 
the  intention  will  create  the  condition."  BvMe^*  v.  Wigge, 
1  Saund.,  61 ;  and  1  Salk.,  178 ;  I  Ld,  Raymond,  335. 

This  is  the  substance  of  the  thing,  on  which  all  must 
agree.  The  objection  is  rather  a  point  of  pleading  and  of 
form  than  of  substance.  The  point  is,  can  a  joint  action  like 
this  be  sustained  on  a  bond  so  expressed,  and,  as  it  must  be 
conceded,  inartificially  drawn,  or  was  the  Bank  compelled  to 
institute  separate  actions  against  each,  and,  if  so,  for  what 
sum  ?  Would  thib  bond  sustain  an  action  against  Foirman 
for  $40,000,  which  would  unquestiocably  lie,  and  against  each 
of  his  sureties  for  $8000  only,  and  in  the  latter  case  how 
would  the  declaration  be  framed  ?  The  attempt  would  be 
fraught  with  difBculties  greater,  I  think,  than  any  that  meet 
U8  here.  But  upon  the  strictest  rule  of  law,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  this  is  to  be  accounted  a  joint  as  well  as  several  bond. 
**  If  three  enier  into  an  obligation  and  bind  themselves  in  the 
wotds  following :  ObUgamvs  noe  €t  tUt^umque  nostrum  per  m 
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pro  toto  et  in  mlido ;  these  make  the  obligation  joint  and 
several."  Dyer,  196 ;  3  Boc  Ahndgement,  97.  "  If  three  are 
bound  in  a  bond  in  these  words  :  Obligamua  noa  et  quevHibet 
vostrum  conjunctim ;  this  is  a  joint  obligation  and  one  of 
them  alone  cannot  be  sued ;  for  the  word  conjunctini  makes 
the  obligation  joint,  which  the  word  quemlibet  cannot  make 
several."  1  jJ/oor.,  260 ;  3  Levin.,  206.  And  see  Barge  on 
Suretyship,  403 ;  Shep.  Torichstone,  370.  In  Ingleby  v.  Swift, 
10  Bing.,  84,  3  Moo.  &  Scott,  288,  where  the  question  ai*ose 
whether  the  penalty  of  the  bond  could  be  reduced,  in  virtuo 
of  a  recital  in  the  condition  from  £1000  to  £500,  which  the 
Court  refused,  Judge  Gazalee  said:  "The  construction  we 
put  upon  the  bond  is  consistent  with  all  the  decisions ;  for  in 
none  of  them  have  the  Courts  altered  the  penalty  of  the  bond. 
If  the  sureties  have  been  imposed  on  a  court  of  equity  will 
afford  them  relief." 

This  objection  being  disposed  of,  before  touching  the 
pleadings,  it  will  be  more  convenient  to  review  the  leading 
facts  of  the  case,  as  they  appeared  in  evidence.  The  trial 
took  place  before  Mr.  Justice  McCvUy  in  November,  1871, 
when  the  then  president  and  cashier,  the  assistant  cashier 
who  was  the  principal  witness,  and  two  of  the  clerks,  one  of 
whom  had  been  in  the  Bank  seven,  the  other  fourteen  years, 
and  three  of  the  directors,  were  examined,  and  presented  as 
extraordinary  a  picture  as  was  ever  exhibited  in  a  court  of 
justice;  including  a  letter  of  Mr,  Forman,  23rd  December, 
1870,  perfectly  unique  in  its  style,  acknowledging  that  after 
the  balance  sheet  had  been  carefully  checked  it  showed  defal- 
cations, which  are  veiled  under  the  modest  name  of  discrep- 
ancies, amounting  to  no  less  than  three  hundred  and  ten 
thousand  dollars.  Two  of  the  sureties  were  directors,  men  of 
known  intelligence  and  business  habits.  The  system  of 
fraudulent  appropriation  began  in  1844.  In  1865  Forman 
bad  abstracted  from  the  Bank  about  two  hundred  thousand 
dollars,  which  had  swelled  in  1870,  when  the  exploi^ion 
occurred,  to  three  hundred  and  thirty  thousand  dollars,  and 
are  finally  stated  at  three  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand 
dollars,  of  which  the  Bank  has  recovered  from  his  estate 
one  hundred  and  seventy-nine  thousand  dollars, — ^net  loss 
independent  of  interest  one  hundred  and  sixty-five  thousand 
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dollars.  It  appears  also  that  he  carried  off  820,000  in  one 
sum  in  August,  1865,  a  month  after  the  execution  of  the 
bond  ;  the  deposit  deficiencies  after  1865  were  $85,000 ;  he 
had  overdrawn  his  account  847,000.  Yet  notwithstandincr 
some  murmuring  of  a  dissatisfied  shareholder  and  a  sort  of 
investigation  thereafter,  no  suspicion  was  excited  among 
the  clerks  till  Marcli,  1870,  and  Forman  retained  the  full 
confidence  of  the  directors  till  the  end  of  July  in  that  year. 
The  system  was  equally  extraordinary  with  the  results.  The 
money  was  annually  counted  and  found  to  agi*ee  with  the 
cash  book.  Everything  was  fair  on  the  surface,  and  every- 
thing rotten  below.  The  falsifications  on  the  b^oks  were 
endless,  but  so  skilfully  done  as  to  defy  detection.  A  cashier 
seems  to  be  armed  with  a  tremendous  and  irresponsible  power, 
of  which,  for  one,  I  must  confess,  I  had  no  previous  concep; 
tion,  and  which  demonstrates  the  necessity  of  new  guards  and 
checks,  that  in  some  cases,  I  learn,  if  not  in  all,  since  this 
catastrophe,  have  been  introduced  into  our  bank.s. 

I  think  it  well  to  extract  a  few  passages,  leading  to  these 
conclusions,  first,  from  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Mcintosh,  who 
had  been  nearly  seventeen  yeara  an  officer  of  the  Bank,  and 
who  obtained  Mr.  Foi^man'a  letter  of  December  already 
referred  to,  as  he  tolls  ns  without  guarantee  or  promise. 
Speaking  of  the  cash  and  day  books  and  two  entries  therein, 
he  adds:  "The  result  is  that  $20,000  might  be  abstracted 
(that  is  by  the  cashier)  without  any  way  of  showing  it ;"  and 
again,  speaking  of  an  error,  he  says :  "  That  would  enable  the 
cashier  to  abstmct  $26,000  without  it  appearing ;"  again :  **  I 
think  about  1844  he  began  to  make  false  entries ;"  again  :  "  If 
he  took  the  money,  $11,000,  the  day  he  made  the  false  entries, 
he  must  have  taken  it  out  of  the  outer  vaults  ;"  "  So  far  as  I 
know  the  directors  did  not  know  FormarCa  account  was 
overdrawn  $24,000  to  $25,000,  and  had  been  so  for  many 
years  from  1854 ;'  '*  The  cashier  could  fiiake  alterations  (in 
the  books)  as  many  as  he  liked,  and  he  could  make  an}* 
alterations  he.  liked;"  " Forman' a  account  was  overdrawn 
when  I  went  there;  it  grew  as  I  grew;  Forman  paid  no 
interest  on  his  overdrawn  account ;  it  was  my  duty  to  report 
overdrawn  accounts  to  the  cashier."  Johna,  one  of  the  clerks, 
says :  "  In  March,  1870,  was  my  first  discovery  of  anything 
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wrong ;  I  found  it  then  about  $30,000 ;  I  looked  upon  it  as 
an  error  for  over  a  month ;  did  not  communicate  it  to  any 
director ;  two  months  after,  there  was  enough  to  satisfy  me 
there  was  a  false  entry."  The  president  says :  ''  Forman  had 
custody  of  his  books,  so  far  as  I  know,  up  to  the  date  of  his 
dismissal;  no  clerk  or  teller  has  a  right  to  examine  the 
cashier's  book  without  his  authority."  But  the  most  surpris- 
ing pieeo  of  testimony  is  that  of  Mr,  Menzie^^  the  present 
cashier:  "I  have  been  connected  with  banks  since  1849;  a 
cashier  could  abstract  large  sums,  and  still  the  cash-book  and 
the  count  of  money  in  the  vaults  agree ;  if  a  sum  of  money 
was  in  the  hands  of  the  cashier,  say  $10,000  on  Monday 
moi-ning,  and  during  the  week  the  tellers  pay  over  $90,000, 
the  cashier  could  abstract  $40,000  of  this  and  make  his  cash- 
book  agi*ee  with  the  balance,  as  he  only  is  the  check  on 
himself." 

There  is  one  other  transaction  which  I  must  shortly 
notice.  A  body  of  conveyances  and  deeds  was  given  in 
evidence,  from  which  it  appeared  that  cotemporaneously  with 
the  bond,  Forman  conveyed  his  long  wharf  property  to  two 
of  his  sureties  as  a  protection  to  the  sureties  and  to  the  Bank, 
which  was  sold  in  1867  with  the  assent  of  the  Bank  for 
$24,000 ;  half  of  this  was  paid  to  the  Bank  in  cash  bonds  and 
appears  to  the  credit  of  the  bond  ;  for  the  other  half,  with  the 
same  blind  confidence  which  marks  all  these  transactions, 
Forman  was  permitted  to  take  a  mortage  in  his  own  name, 
his  assignofient  of  which  has  led  to  another  suit  now  pending 
in  the  Equity  Court,  and  of  which  I  say  nothing.  The 
account  between  the  five  sureties  and  the  Bank  at  the  close 
of  1870,  as  stated  by  the  Bank,  stood  thus : — 

Total  security $40,000 

City  Bond  (being  the  above  payment $12,000 

January  Coupons •  • SCO 

12.860 

$27,640 
Proportion  of  each  bondsman  •  •  •  • 5,628 

A  negotiation  ireA  opened  between  the  Bank  and  Mr. 
Keiih,  who  was  one  of  the  directors,  and  the  following  receipt 
was  given : 
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"Received  from  the  Hod.  Alexander  EeUh  the  stim  of 
Five  Thousand  Five  Hundred  and  Twenty-Eight  Dollai-s, 
being  his  proportion  of  the  amount  due  by  the  sureties  of 
James  Fo7*inan,  as  authorized  by  the  directors." 

"  (Sgd.)        W.  a  Menzies,  Caehier:' 

"  Halifax,  ith  February,  1871" 

Of  this  sum  $528  has  been  paid,  and  the  Bank  hold  Mr. 
Keith's  note  for  $5,000,  which  was  produced  at  the  trial,  but 
not  put  in  as  evidence.  Of  the  other  sureties  Mr.  McKirday 
has  died,  leaving  executors  who  could  not  be  sued  at  Common 
Law  with  the  survivors,  as  against  whom  or  the  two  of  them 
who  could  be  served  {Mr,  Archibald  not  being  within  the 
jurisdiction)  an  action  was  directed.  There  was  no  disposition 
on  the  part  of  the  Bank  or  its  counsel  to  sue  Mr.  KeWi,  but 
holding  the  bond  to  be  joint  as  well  as  several,  they  could 
not  sue  the  others  in  one  action  without  sueing  him,  and 
accordingly  he  was  made  a  defendant  and  the  writ  was  issued 
4th  April,  1871,  with  the  particulars  endorsed,  crediting  as 
against  the  $40,000  the  City  bonds  $12,000  and  cash  from 
JIfr.  Keitli  $5,528,  leaving  a  balance  of  $2^,472. 

In  his  charge  the  Judge  Instructed  the  jury  that  the  Bank 
was  entitled  to  a  verdict  under  the  evidence  for  the  above 
balance,  but  as  far  as  Mr.  Keith  was  concerned,  he  thought 
under  the  evidence  they  should  find  a  verdict  in  his  favor. 
The  jury,  however,  by  some  process  which  we  can  only  con- 
jecture, found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  a  balance  of 
$12,224.  Now,  if  the  Bank  is  entitled  to  anything,  it  is 
entitled  to  a  verdict  for  $22,742,  the  balance  it  claimed;  but 
the  Bank  moved  for  no  rule,  and  declared  at  the  argument 
through  their  counsel  that  they  acquiesced  in  the  verdict  as 
it  stood,  and  that  they  claimed  from  Mr.  Keith,  independent 
of  any  question  of  costs,  noth  ing  more  than  the  amount  of 
his  note  in  their  hands.  These  admissions  of  counsel  made 
in  open  court  and  entered  in  our  minutes,  bind  them. 

Another  remarkable  circumstance  on  the  argument  was 
this,  that  Mr.  McDonald,  of  counsel  for  Mr.  Keith,  was 
supported  by  Mt.  W.  A.  Johnston,  who  declared  on  the  first 
day,  the  18th  December,  that  he  appeared  for  Mr.  Keith  only 
as  it  is  entered  on  my  minutes ;  but,  finding  a  difficulty  in 
this,  stated  next  morning,  the  lOth.  that  he  represented  all 
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the  defendanU  who  were  served.  The  rnle  is  so  taken  and 
we  must  deal  with  it  as  such,  notwithstanding  the  repeated 
averments  of  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  that  the  resistance  to  the 
verdict  comes  from*Afr.  Keith  alone. 

Now  we  must  tum  to  the  pleas,  and  for  the  reasons 
already  assigned,  I  shall  refer  wholly  to  Mr.  Keith's.  They 
are  26  in  number,  addressed  to  the  writ,  and  0  breaches 
alleged  therein.  The  first  to  the  eighth  pleas  contain  general 
denials  dbproved  by  the  evidence.  The  9th  plea  alleges  large 
payments  to  the  Bank  exceeding  the  alleged  defalcations, 
which  is  not  the  fact  Large  sums  were  realized  by  the  Bank 
out  of  the  conveyances  and  assignments  in  proof,  which  the 
Bank  had  a  right  to  appropriate  towards  the  payment  of 
their  debt,  looking  to  the  sureties  for  so  much  of  the  deficiency 
as  is  covered  by  the  bond.  The  10th  to  the  16tk  pleas  are  on 
equitable  grounds;  of  these  the  10th  to  the  13th  charge  the 
directors  with  gross  carelessness  and  neglect  of  diuty,  by  which 
the  defamations  and  false  entries  of  FornuMH  arose,  witk 
knowledge  thereof  in  the  directors  or  some  of  them  withheld 
from  the  defendant,  and  with  the  passing  and  auditing  of  his 
accounts  from  year  to  year,  and  thereby  deceiving  the 
defendant  These  are  grave  allegations,  but  tkey  are  so 
absolutely  unsustained  by  proof  that  they  were  never  even 
mentioned  at  the  argument  The  14th  and  15th  pleas  touch 
the  Long  Wharf  property,  the  full  proceeds  of  which  probably 
entered  into  the  contemplation  of  the  jury  in  making  up  their 
verdict.  The  16th  is.  the  same  in  substance  with  the  9th, 
alleging  a  compromise  with  Forman^  of  which  thera  is  no 
proof.  The  17tk  to  26th  are  at  common  law,  and  the  sub- 
stance of  them  has  akeady  engaged  my  attention.  The  IStb 
alleges  that  Mr,  KeitKe  liability,  if  any,  does  not  exceed  $8  000, 
which  sum  it  says  he  has  paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the 
plaintiffs  received  in  full  satisfaction  of  his  said  liability 
under  the  bond. 

And  now,  as  regards  Mr,  Keith,  the  main  question  arises, 
what  is  to  be  done  in  view  of  these  pleas  and  of  the  evidence, 
with  the  verdict  that  has  been  rendered.  Ought  the  verdict, 
as  recommended  by  4he  Judge,  to  ha^e  been  for  Mr.  Keith^ 
considering  his  note  as  a  payment,  and  leaving  the  Bank  to 
their  noourse  thevaan,  that  is,  to  a   fresh  fiction  against 
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him,  should  he  resist  payment,  as  he  has  hitherto  resisted  it ; 
or  has  the  Court  the  power,  and  if  so,  ought  the  Court  to 
exercise  it,  to  treat  the  verdict  as  having  ascertained  and 
settled  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  enabling^ the  Court  to  deal 
with  it  on  the  principles  of  Equity.  This  course  was  warmly 
deprecated  by  the  defendants'  counsel,  and  as  it  lies  at  the 
very  bottom  of  our  jurisprudence  and  involves  the  most 
important  consequences,  not  in  this  ease  only,  but  in  all  others 
resting  in  whole  or  in  part  on  equity  principles,  it  demands 
our  most  attentive  consideration. 

Equitable  defences,  in  actions  at  common  law,  were  intro- 
duced into  the  Englifik  Courts  by  the  Common  Lavr 
Procedure  Act,  1854,  sees.  83  to  86,  the  numerous  restrictions 
and  decisions  on  which  are  to  be  found  Ckitty's  Arch.,  Q.  B,, 
Prac,  (12th  edition),  253,  and  Day'a'Common  Law  Procedure 
Acta,  278 ;  these  sections  have  been  partly  reenacted  here. 
The  proviso  in  the  8Gth  section  we  purposely  omitted,  and 
the  whole  character  of  the  two  legislations  is  essentially 
different ;  their  aim,  indeed,  was  widely  apart  By  the  Act 
of  1854  the  courts  in  England  had  power  to  strike  out  any 
equitable  pleading  where  it  could  not  be  dealt  with  by  a  court 
of  law,  so  as  to  do  justice  between  the  parties.  Whereas  our 
Act  of  1855,  abolishing  the  Chancery  Court,  left  the  parties 
no  other  but  this  Court  in  which  justice  could  be  done.  In 
1853  our  Legislature  passed  the  16th  Vic,  chap.  7,  authorizing 
equitable  defences  in  ejectment,  the  value  of  which  we  have 
so  often  seen  in  this  Court;  but  in  England  for  the  very 
technical  reason  that  there  are  no  pleadings,  it  has  been  held 
that  an  equitable  defence  cannot  be  set  up  in  ejectment* 
{Neave  v.  Avery,  16  C.  B.,  328,  ChiUy's  Arch.,  Q.  B.  Prac^ 
1038.)  So  opposite  was  the  spirit  of  our  legislation  and 
practice,  that  by  the  5th  section  of  the  Act  of  1853,  (and  still 
in  our  Revised  StattUea),  a  defendant  in  ejectment  having  an 
equitable  defence,  and  neglecting  or  refusing  to  avail  himself 
of  it,  shall  not  be  at  liberty  without  leave  of  this  Court,  to 
apply  for  relief  in  equity. 

We  must  go  back  then  to  the  Act  of  1855,  Uie  18th  Fie,, 
chap.  S3,  the  first  section  of  which  is  as  follows  : — ^The 
Supreme  Court  shall  have  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  heretofore^ 
le  and  determinable  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and 
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■shall  exercise  the  like  power  and  apply  the  same  principles  of 
•equity  as  justice  may  require,  and  as  have  heretofore  heen 
administered  in  that  Court ;  and  all  writs  which  at  present 
issue  out  of  Chancery,  shall  henceforth  issue  out  of  the  Supreme 
Court. 

This  was  followed  by  the  Act  of  18G0.  the  26th  Vic,, 
chap.  32: — In  all  causes  in  the  Supreme  Court  in  which 
matters  of  law  and  equity  arise,  the  Court  shall  have  power 
to  investigate  and  determine  both  the  matters  of  law  and 
equity,  or  either,  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  complete  adjudi- 
cation and  decision  of  the  whole  matter,  according  to  right 
and  justice,  and  to  order  such  proceedings  as  may  be  expedient 
and  proper. 

So  our  system  continued  till  1864,  and  in  my  opinion,  and 
in  that,  I  think,  of  most  if  not  all  of  my  learned  brethren,  it 
worked  admirably  well.  The  Act  of  1855  was  drawn  with 
great  care  and  derived  from  various  sources,  the  Irelcmd 
Procedure  Act  of  1853,  and  bill  in  amendment  thereof 
furnishing  several  of  its  clausea  Whether  it  was  wise  to 
change  and  interrupt  its  course  is  a  point  on  which  I  am  not 
called  upon  to  pronounce  an  opinion.  It  has  led  to  many 
anomalies  and  tb  numerous  embarrassments  familiar  to  the 
profession ;  but  now  it.  is  perhaps  too  closely  interwoven  into 
our  judicature  to  be  eradicated.  I  think  it  right  to  say, 
however,  in  this  review,  that  I  am  still  warmly  attached  to  a 
complete  fusion  of  law  and  equity  in  one  Supreme  Court 
which  will  be  adopted  I  think,  ere  long  in  England,  upon  the 
principle  enunciated  by  Lord  Cairns  and  endorsed  by  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  that  ^Hhere  is  no  difference  in  principle 
between  equity*  and  law,  it  is  entirely  a  distinction  of  judica- 
ture and  procedure."  "  It  is  high  time  "  said  Lord  HaiJvexoay, 
(20th  April,  1870),  in  the  House  of  Lords,  *"  to  put  an  end  to 
the  inconvenient  and  irrational  distinction  between  law  and 
equity  which  ha«  crept  into  the  English  courts/'  Lord  Baco7i 
said  that  the  administration  of  justice  is  the  first  duty  of 
government,  and  it  ought  to  be  in  the  purest  and  simplest 
form.  Chap.  124  of  our  Revised  Statates,  (3rd  Series),  read  in 
connection  with  chap.  125,  creating  an  Equity  Judge  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  1S64,  has  been  largely  modified  by  the  Act  of 
1860,  the  29th  Tic.,  chap.  11,  and  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  in  the 
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fourth  revision  now  in  progress,  these  acta  will  be  conitolidated 
into  one  and  rendered  {Jain  and  intelligible  ;  at  present  we 
tnnat  deal  with  them  as  they  are,  and  the  attention  of  the 
Court  has  been  turned  to  the  10th  section  of  the  Act  of  186G, 
which  it  has  Income  our  duty  for  the  firat  time  closely  and 
analytically  to  examine.  It  runs  thua  ia  connection  with  the 
9th : — "  But,  nevertheless,  in  all  actions  at  law  in  the  Supreme 
CMNPi,  Mt  the  trial  or  argument  oE  which  laatters  of  equitable 
juristiction  arise,  that  Court  has  power  to  investigate  and 
determine  both  the  matters  of  law  and  equity,  or  either,  as 
may  be  necessary  for  the  complete  adjudication  and  decision 
of  the  whole  matter ;  and  also  all  actions  of  law  to  which 
equitable  defences  shall  be  set  up  in  virtue  of  the  sections  of 
this  chapter,  under  the  head  equitable  defences,  from  section 
43  to  section  50,  both  inclusive,  are,  and  shall  continue  to  be 
tried,  considered,  and  adjudicated  by  the  Supreme  Court  and 
its  Judges,  in  the  same  manner  as  regards  the  said  several 
cases  respectively,  as  the  Supreme  Court  or  the  Judges  thereof 
had  power  to  do  when  the  act  for  appointing  a  Judge  in 
Equity  was  passed.  But  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Supreme 
Court,  or  any  Judge  of  that  Court,  before  whom  the  consider- 
ation, trial,  or  hearing  of  any  question  of  equitable  jurisdiction, 
or  any  such  mixed-  questions  of  law  or  equity  may  come,  if 
they  or  he  shall  deem  it  expedient  and  ccmdacive  to  the  ends 
of  justice  to  do  so,  to  order  the  caie  or  any  subject  matter 
arising  thereon  to  be  transferred  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Equity  Judge,  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  the  principles  of 
equitable  jurinpnidence  and  the  exigencies  of  the  case." 

Hark  the  language  of  this  10th  section,  "  All  actions  at 

lav,  on  the  trial  or  argument  <A  which  matters  of .  equitable 

jurisdiction  arise ;"  and  also,  "  All  actions  at  law  to  which 

equitable  defences  shall  be  set  up  in  virtue  of  chap^  124,  sees. 

43  to  50."    What  ia  meant  here  f    It  means  all  actitms  at  law 

IjudicaUon  for  the  ends  of  justice  on  equitable 

ad.  as  we  have  held,  invoking  Uwt  adjndieation 

epUcation  on  equitable  groanda — not  the  inarti* 

Mnrd  pleas  sometimes  presented  to  us,  claiming 

e  there  is  neither  law  nor  equity  to  sustain  them, 

dly  depending  on  principles  of  equity,  which  the 

'  Coarts  in  FiMCmimfar  Ball  eaonot  asyet  r«oog< 
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nize  and  act  on,  but  which,  by  virtue  of  this  section,  are 
transferred  bodily  and  as  a  whole  to  this  Court.  And  how 
are  they  to  be  tried,  considered  and  adjudicated  ?  In  the 
same  manner  as  this  Court  of  the  Judges  thereof  had  power 
to  do  from  the  year  1855,  when  the  Court  of  Chancery  was 
abolished,  to  the  year  1864,  when  the  Judge  in  Equity  was 
appointed.  This  Court  may  transfer  such  cases,  if  they  think 
fit,  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Equity  Judge  ;  but  if  they  do 
not,  they  have  all  the  powers  of  the  Equity  Judge  in  framing 
and  enforcing  their  decrees.  The  narrow  bounds  of  the  com- 
mon law  no  longer  restrain  them  in  the  forms  of  its  records 
and  its  judgcnents,  they  have  the  authority  and  the  fi*eedom 
of  an  Equity  Court  All  the  sections  of  the  Equity  Act,  chap. 
127,  (2nd  Series),  which  are  substantially  the  Hame  as  those 
of  chap.  124,  (3rd  Series),  then  apply  to  them,  and  in  tho 
language  of  one  of  the  sections,  "  the  Court,  on  the  final 
hearing  of  such  cases,  shall  give  judgment  according  as  the 
very  right  of  the  cause  and  matter  in  law  shall  appear  unto 
them,  and  so  as  to  afford  unto  the  parties  a  complete  remedy 
upon  the  principles  which  prevail  in  Courts  of  Equity  and 
may  be  applicable  to  the  particular  case." 

We  wei*e  urged  not  to  interfere  with  the  case  on  equitable 
principles,  but  we  have  no  choice  in  the  matter.  Not  only  is 
an  equitable  principle  brought  in  for  the  protection  of  Mr. 
Keith,  limiting  his  liability  under  the  bond  and  the  receipt  he 
holds,  but  he  has  invoked  equitable  principles  in  his  pleas 
and  brought  this  case  within  the  very  terms  of  the  Act  of 
1866.  Had  the  $5,000  been  actually  paid,  it  would  have  been 
very  different ;  but  no  payment  is  in  proof,  and  the  note  is 
outstanding  and  must  be  produced  by  the  plaintiffs'  before 
payment  can  be  enforced. 

A  new  trial  of  ihu  action  would  be  of  no  avail,  every 
material  fact  is  m  proof,  and  the  plaintiffs  acquiesce  in  the 
verdict,  though  th^  amount  of  their  indisputable  claim  is 
lai^ely  reduced.  It  will  be  for  them  to  apply  by  motion,  as 
in  the  Equity  Court,  to  this  Court  or  one  of  its  Judges  thereof, 
for  the  fruits  of  their  verdict  in  such  way  as  they  may  be 
advised,  when  Mr.  Keith  will  have  an  opportunity  of  being 
heard  on  equity  principles,  and  a  decision  will  be  given  con- 
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formably  to  those  principles,  which  alone  are  adapted  to  do 
complete  justice  and  afford  an  adequate  remedy  to  the  parties 
in  this  cause. 

McCuLLY,  J.— This  cause  was  tried  hefore  Mr.  Justice 
McCuUy  in  the  Spring  Sittings,  1872  at  H(difax,  and  resulted 
in  a  verdict  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  for  the  sum  of  $12,000,  the 
plaintiffs  claiming  by  their  particulars  a  balance  of  $22,472. 
The  action  was  brought  upon  a  sealed  instrument  set  out  in 
plaintiffs'  writ  and  declaration  as  a  joint  and  several  bond^ 
conditioned  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  duty  as  cashier  of  the 
Bank  of  Nova  Scotia,  by  the  defendant  Fo^'man.  There 
were  averments  of  misconduct  and  seven  several  breaches  of 
the  condition  of  the  bond  assigned.  The  defendants,  such  of 
thorn  as  appeared,  demuiTed  in  their  pleadings,  and  the  rule 
ntsi  taken  for  a  new  trial,  purporting  to  be  on  behalf  of  all 
the  defendants,  now  came  on  for  argument,  TF.  A.  Jolinston 
and  James  McDonald,  Q.  C,  for  defendants,  Manchard,  Q.  C, 
and  J.  N.Ritdiie,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  pleadings  are  unusually  voluminous.  KeitJis  pleas 
are  twentj-six  in  number,  and  seven  of  them,  commencing 
with  the  tenth  and  ending  with  the  sixteenth,  were  stated 
to  be  upon,  equitable  grounds,  and  each  of  them  was  to  the 
plaintiffs'  whole  declaration.  It  is  worthy  of  remark  hero  that 
plaintiffs  claimed  by  their  particulars  the  gross  amount  of  the 
bond,  viz.,  $40,000,  which  was  the  penalty,  and  by  way  of 
credit  they  deducted  $12,000  city  bonds,  and  cash  from  Mr. 
Keith,  $5,528,  in  all  $17»528,  leaving  as  the  balance  the  sum 
of  $22,472  as  due  on  the  bond. 

It  was  pretty  plainly  made  to  appear  on  the  arpfument 
that  the  party  principally,  if  not  the  only  party,  dissatisfied 
with  the  verdict  and  pressing  for  a  new  trial,  was  Mr,  Keith. 
And  so  far  as  the  other  defendants  before  the  Court  were 
concerned,  unless  the  charge  delivered  to  the  jury  by  the 
presiding  Judge  cculd  be  successfully  aasailed,  as  to  what 
constituted  such  negligence,  &c.,  on  the  part  of  plaintifiB  as 
relieved  the  defendants  from  their  liability,  there  really 
was  no  room  for  complaint  on  their  part  The  view  taken  on 
the  trial  by  the  Judge  was  that  so  far  as  Keith  was  concerned, 
imder  his  18th  plea  which  the  recitals  in  the  condition  of  the 
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bond  substantiated,  the  bond  should  be  by  them  treated  as  a 
several  'obligation,  and  that  the  receipt  in  proof,  $5,528, 
should  be  considered  as  payment  to  that  extent  on  his  own 
account,  and  in  that  case  thev  should  find  their  verdict  in  his 
favor,  but  should  find  a  verdict  for  the  balance  of  $22,472 
against  the  co-defendants.  The  jury,  however,  for  some  reason 
not  explained,  and  not  very  apparent,  seem  to  have  treated 
the  bond  as  a  joint  bond,  and  viewed  it  as  plaintiffs  had 
done  themselves  by  their  particulars,  not  only  for  $17,528,  but 
in  addition  have  reduced  plaintifis'  claim  by  a  further  amount 
of  $10,472.  Had  plaintifis  applied  to  have  this  verdict  set 
aside  for  a  new  trial,  in  my  view  of  the  law  they  must  have 
succeeded.  But  they,  by  their  counsel  on  the  argument, 
represent  themselves  as  satisfied  that  the  verdict  should  stand 
as  it  is,  and  refuse  consent  to  its  being  disturbed. 

After  a  good  deal  of  research,  and  upon  the  best  consider- 
ation I  have  been  able  to  bestow  upon  the-  subject,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  bond  sned  upon  is  a  joint  and  several  bond, 
and  if  so  it  was  optional  with  plaintifis  to  treat  it  accordingly. 
They  treat  it  in  their  writ  as  a  joint  bond,  and  while  it  is 
doubtless  competent  to  Keith  by  an  equitable  plea  to  invoke 
the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  for  his  protection,  it 
must  ever  be  borne  in  mind  that  he  who  asks  equity  must  do 
equity.  The  courts  of  equity  have  long  exercised  a  special 
jurisdiction  over  bonds  and  specialties.  See  Madox  y. 
Jackson,  3  Atk.,  374.  There  it  was  held  that  in  equity 
where  a  right  is  joint  and  several  by  bond,  the  plaiutifi*  must 
bring  each  of  the  debtors  before  the  Court,  for  debtors  are 
entitled  to  a  contribution.  See  also  Collins  v.  Griffith, 
2  P.  Williams,  313.  And- where  parties  are  jointly  lia- 
ble to  account,  it  may  be  prayed  against  one  only  as  to 
what  he  has  received.  And  where  two  or  more  are  jointly 
bound,  though  regularly  one  of  them  alone  cannot  be 
sued,  }*et  if  process  be  taken  out  against  all,  and  one  of 
them  only  appears,  and  the  others  stand  out  to  an  outlawry, 
he  who  appears  shall  be  charged  with  the  whole  debt;' 
Whsdale's  Case,  9  Co.,  119.  In  Thomas  v.  Fraser,  3  Ves.,  398, 
a  joint  bond  in  equity  was  considered  as  joint  and  several. 
And  as  to  when  a  bond  is  joint  and  when  several,  see  2  RolUs 


164     BANK  OF  NOVA  SCOTIA  u  FORB£AN  bt  al 

Abr,,  149 ;  Boo.  Abr.  ObL,  4 ;  BrwynCs  L.  M.,  p.  405 ;  and  a 
vast  number  of  cases  cited. 

Seven  of  defendant  KeiOCs  pleas,  as  remarked,  invoke  the 
equitable  jurisdiction  of  this  Court.  And  altbongh  each  of 
these  pleas  was  to  the  whole  of  plaintiffs'  writ  and  declaration 
on  the  ai^ument,  it  may  be  contended  that  this  did  not  war- 
rant this  Court  to  exeixsise  a  full  jurisdiction  over  the  .whole 
case  as  a  court  of  equity  could  exercise  it  where  the  proceed- 
ings are  commenced  by  a  writ  sued  out  of.  the  equity  court 
I  am  not  aware  of  any  precedent  for  such  a  position  as  that, 
and  to  hold  that  either  or  any  party  in  a  cause  could  invoke 
just  so  much  equity-as  might  square  with  his  or  their  indi- 
vidual interests,  and  that  the  powera  of  the  Court  over  the 
whole  controversy  were  not  plenary  and  complete,  would  lead 
to  consequences  in  the  highest  degree  embarrasing.  When 
either  party  in  a  cause  has  invoked  equity,  whether  by  plea 
or  replication,  so  far  as  my  experience  goes,  this  Court  has 
hitherto  granted  all  the  relief  to  be  obtained  from  a  court  of 
tqnity  previous  to  the  enactments  contained  in  chap.  124, 
Revised  StatvAe%,  sec.  43. 

It  is  well  worthy  of  remark  in  this  connection  that  the 
Provincial  L^islature  has  placed  no  limits  upon  the  jurisdic- 
tion conferred  upon  the  comn^on  law  courts  when  once  equitQ* 
is  invoked  by  either  party.  The  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  sees.  83-86, 
very  naturally  qualify  the  exercise  of  equity  powers  by  the 
common  law  courts  of  England.  The  court  and  the  judges 
in  England  under  sec  86  possess  powers  to  strike  out  equit- 
able pleas  and  replications  in  certain  cases,  a  clause  not 
enacted  here.  And  in  ejectment,  an  equitable  defence  cannot 
be  pleaded  there ;  Keave  v.  A^wy,  16  C.  B.,  328.  With  us  by 
sec  46,  chap.  124,  R.  5.,  an  equitable  plea  is  expressly  given 
in  ejectment  and  any  defence  available  in  chancery  may  be 
set  up  under  it  by  express  legislation.  Nay  more,  if  defend- 
ant m^lect  or  refuse  to  avail  himself  of  an  equitable  defence 
to  ihe  action  by  sec  50,  he  is  expressly  excluded  from  applying 
for  reti^  in  equity  without  leave  of  the  Supreme  Court  And 
what  is  still  more  important, — not  only  does  the  Supreme 
Court  obtain  and  exercise  equity  powers  when  invoked  by 
pkiniiff  or  defendant,  but  every  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
in  the  illntes  or  absence  of  the  Equity  Judge,  and  in  cases 
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requiring  attention  in  the  eountiy,  maj  execute  the  duties 
imposed  upon  the  Equity  Judge,  and  act  an  a  court  of  equity. 
See  sec.  2,  chap.  124 ;  also  Acts  of  1866,  chap.  11,  sec  8.  And 
by  sec  8,  chap.  125,  R,  S.,  the  Supreme  Court  is  erected  into 
an  appeal  court  from  the  decisions  of  the  Judge  in  Equity. 
Again  by  sec  10  of  chap.  11,  Acts  of  1866,  power  is  given  by 
statute  in  all  actions  at  law  in  the  Supreme  Court,  on  the 
trial  or  argument  of  which  matters  of  equitable  nature  arise, 
to  investigate  and  determine  both  the  matters  of  law  and  of 
equity  or  either  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  complete  adjudi- 
cation aifd  decision  of  the  whole  matter,  are  the  very  words 
of  the  statute.  And  then  follows  a  clause  conferring  all 
equity  jurisdiction  upon  the  Supreme  Coui*t  and  its  Judges 
in  reference  to  pleas  and  replication  by  way  of  equitable 
defences  from  sec  43  to  sec  50  inclusive  of  chap^  124,  as 
completely  aa  possessed  by  them  when  the  act  appointing 
an  Equity  Judge  passed.  There  can,  therefore,  be  no  room 
for  controversy  as  to  the  powers  of  the  Court  to  deal  with 
this  whole  case. 

Now  it  appears  to  me  that  the  proper  way  to  regard  this 
oontixlversy  is  to  inquire  whether  the  plaintilBs  in  the  action 
have  obtained  any  unfair  advantage  over  the  defendants  or 
either  of  them  by  virtue  of  the  proceedings  up  to  the  present. 
I  am  compelled  in  my  view  of  tiie  law,  and  the  cases  cited  on 
the  argument,  to  answer  this  question  in  the  negative. 
Neither  at  law  nor  in  equity  have  plain tifis  obtained  aught> 
or  acquired  any  advantage  or  position  inconsistent  with  equity 
and  good  conscience,  assuming  that  defendants  were  jointly 
liable  for  the  penalty,  or  assuming  that  they  were  as  asserted 
by  KeWi'B  18th  plea,  only  severally  liable  to  the  extent  of 
$8000,  which  he  expressly  admits  that  he  was.  Previous  to 
the  enactment  in  chap.  124»  equity  had  no  power  over  a  court 
of , law  and  has  none  since;  never  had  here,  or  in  England,  or 
in  the  VniUd  States^  and  never  attempted  to  act  upon  the 
law  court,  nor  so  much  an  claimed  any  supervisory  power 
over  them  or  their  prooeedinps.  See  St.  Ej.  Jut.,  1570-71. 
Equity  acts  solely  upon  the  party,  and  will  enjoin  him  in  a 
proper  case  from  procuring  any  claim  in  a  court  of  law  over 
which  the  courts  of  equity  have  concurrent  jurisdiction,  and  a 
more  perfect  means  of  doing  complete  justice.     And  see 
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Eq.  Juriap.,  sec  875,  same  work.  There  it  is  said  that  writs 
of  injunction  are  never  addressed  to  the  courts  of  law,  they 
are  only  directed  t6  the  parties,  and  they  are  "  only  granted 
on  the  sole  ground  that  from  certain  equitable  circumstances 
of  which  the  court  of  equity  granting  the  process  has  cogni- 
zance, it  is  against  conscience  that  the  party  inhibited  should 
proceed  in  the  cause."  Now  looking  at  this  case  from  this 
standpoint  what  has  transpired  to  induce,  or  that  ought  to 
induce,  this  Court  at  the  present  stage  of  the  proceedings, 
either  to  set  aside  the  verdict  or  to  stay  the  plaintifis'  hands  ? 

The  principal  reason  why  this  verdict  should  not  stand, 
we  are  tbld,  was  because,  supposing  the  charij^e  of  the  Judge 
to  be  right,  and  the  law  to  have  been  correctly  laid  down  to 
the  jury,  because  Keith  being  only  liable  for  the  one-fifth  of 
827.640«  viz.,  $5,528,  he  had  paid  and  discharged  that  liability. 
But  do  the  facts  warrant  that  assumption  f  Admit  that  ho 
produced  evidence,  pHtYia/ocie,  that  he  had  paid  that  sum, 
yet  it  is  not  in  proof  that  it  has  ever  been  paid,  an4  it  was 
contended  on  the  trial  that  he  had  not  paid  it  but  had  merely 
given  his  note  not  then  due,  which  note  having  been  dis- 
honored, plaintiffs'  counsel  on  the  argument  refused  to  treat 
as  payment.  The  bond,  the  higher  security,  strictly  speaking, 
has  never  been  released  by  plaintiflSs  nor  legally  discharged. 
For  this  Court  to 'interfere  at  this  stage  of  the  controversy, 
under  such  circumstances,  and  even  stay  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
prosecution  of  their  remedy  to  indemnify  themselves  against 
the  loss  clearly  sustained,  much  more  to  set  aside  their  verdict, 
would  be  in  my  opinion  to  defeat  instead  of  to  promote 
justice. 

On  the  argument  the  plaintifis'  counsel  did  not  hesitate 
to  give  the  most  positive  assurance  that  if  the  $5,528  pur- 
porting to  have  been  paid  by  Keith  and  received  by  thum 
were  actually  paid,  the  controversy  (unless,  perhaps,  so  far  as 
costs  were  concerned,)  was  at  an  end.  On  the  part  of  defend-, 
ants'  counsel  it  was  contended  that  the  Court  should  not  be 
afiected  in  its  judgment  by  any  such  statements.  But  I  have 
yet  to  leain,  I  confess,  that  a  party  may  not  on  an  argument, 
and  at  any  stage  ^f  a  cause,  make  admissions  adverse  to  his 
own  interests. 
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Without  laying  down  any  abstract  rule  applicable  to  such 
a  state  of  things,  I  do  not  hesitate  under  such  circumstanoes 
to  express  it  as  my  very  deliberately  formed  opinion,  that  at 
present  no  r»tson  exists  why  at  law  or  in  equity  this  Oourt 
should  stay  the  plaintiffs  in  the  prosecution  of  their  cause  by 
preventing  them  from  making  their  verdict  available  to  the 
extent  of  $5,528  against  Mr.  Keith,  unless  it  is  made  to  appetlr 
that  his  note  is  sooner  paid,  and  against  the  others  for  the 
balance  of  the  verdict. 

If  in  a  more  advanced  stage  of  the  proeeedings  any  attempt 
be  made  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiflb  to  violate  any  prindple 
of  law  or  of  equity,  this  Court  has  clearly  the  power,  and 
would  if  invoked  readily  exercise  it,  to  control  either  party  or 
any  of  the  parties  in  the  suit,  and  see  that  equity  and  good 
faith  was  done  and  kept  by  both  parties. 

I  have  not  commented  upon  the  cases  cited  on  the  ai^gu- 
ment  as  will  be  seen,  because  I  have  failed  to  discover  their 
applicability.  The  case  is  a  peculiar  one,  but  its  peculiarity 
to  a  large  extent  arises  out  of  the  fact  that  plaintiffs  seem 
willling  to  forego  a  right  they  might  themselves  well  have 
urged,  to  obtain  a  new  trial.  They  doubtless  have  their 
reasons  for  this,  and  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  Court  to  pry 
into  or  inquire  for  them. 

If  there  was  any  satisfactory  proof  that  Mr.  Keith  had 
actually  paid  plaintiffs  the  $5,528  for  which  he  holds  their 
receipt,  there  might  be  good  ground  for  pressing  the  Court 
for  a  rule  that  would  protect  him  from  paying  it  a  second 
time. 

For  the  reasons  above  set  forth  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
rule  niei  for  setting  aside  the  verdict  granting  a  new  trial 
should  be  discharged. 

WiLKiKS,  J.,  didsentiente. — With  a  view  to  materials  for 
the  opinion  that  it  is  my  duty  to  deliver  in  this  case,  I  had 
made  extracts  from  drniyn  and  Shepherd  on  the  point  of  the 
principles  of  construction  of  obligations,  and  the  conditions  of 
them ;  but  it  would  be  a  mere*  waste  of  words  and  tim^  to . 
comment  on  them,  for  all  the  authorities,  without  exception, 
leeogniie  the  common  sense  rule  that  the  intention  is  to  be 
gathered  from  within  the  four  comers  of  the  instrument  as  a 
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whole,  with  the  light  of  sorroundii^;  dreamstanoeB.  shed  over 
it  is.  irrespective  of  the  mere  words,  the  pole  star  toguidethe 
judicial  course.  Thus  instructed,  I  read  and  endeavor  to 
interpret  the  meaning  of  the  obligors  and  obligees,  parties 
named  in  the  bond  in  question.  To  my  mind  their  meaning 
is  transparent,  that  the  instrument  (bond  and  condition)  was 
understood,  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  to  be  the  sevend  bond 
of  each  one  of  the  obligors.  Of  the  condition  as  regards 
Fa9*man  I  shall  speak  presently.  As  respects  every  one  of 
the  other  obligors,  it  is  his  bond  in  the  penal  sum  ol  $40,000, 
conditioned  up  to  the  pecuniary  limit  of  $8,000  but  not 
beyond  it,  to  indemnify  the  obligee  in  respect  of  FoTrman  in 
manner  set  forth  in  the  condition. 

The  instrument  shows  that  FormarCs  relation  to  the 
obligee  is  that  of  a  principal  who  has  taken  an  office  under 
that  obligee ;  and  it  also  shows  that  the  relation  under  the 
instrument  of  each  and  every  obligor  to  the  obligee  is  that  of 
a  surety  for  Famuvru  The  first  part  of  the  recital  conclu- 
sively carries  on  its  face  an  acknowledgment  by  the  obligee 
(which  I  shall  henceforth  speak  of  as  *"  the  company ''),  that 
the  execution  of  the  bond  was  the  result  of  a  previous  arrange* 
ment  between  Forman  and  the  company,  and  that  that 
arrangement  is  embodied  and  expressed  in  the  condition. 
The  first  recital  in  express  terms  states  a  request  made  to  the 
company  by  Forman,  and  the  consent  of  the  company  to  that 
request  What  was  that  request  so  made  and  so  accepted  ? 
It  was  that  the  company  would  accept  from  Forman  a  renewed 
security  by  his  giving,  not  the  bond,  but  a  bond  for  $40,000 
with  five  sureties.  This,  in  connection  with  what  immediately 
follows,  excludes  from  this  case  the  possibility  of  the  company, 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  bond,  having  been 
ignorant  of  the  matter  of  this  and  of  the  second  recital.  If 
they  knew  it,  the  fact  of  their  knowledge,  per  as,  and  inde- 
pendently of  every  other  consideratioUt  makes  the  language  of 
the  recital  the  language  of  the  company  not  l^s  than  that  of 
each  and  every  obligor.  Now  common  sense  and  the  ordinary 
experience  of  reasonable  men,  and  especially  of  men  who 
trade  in  money,  shut  out  the  hypothesis  of  the  possibility  of 
this  company,  especially  after  the  request  of  Forman  and 
their  acceding  to  at|  having  been  ignorant  of  the  whole  of  the 
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recital  when  the  bond  was  executed.  They  could  not  be  held 
ignorant  as  a  legal  presumption,  and  we  have  no  proof  of 
their  ignorance  as  a  fact  We  find  many  embarrassing  cases 
in  the  English  books,  in  relation  to  which  the  Court  was 
obliged  to  say  it  does  not  follow  from  the  mere  fact  of  a 
particular  recital  in  the  condition  of  a  bond  that  the  obligee 
admitted  the  ff^t  recited  to  be  true ;  but  eveiy  one  of  such 
cases  is  marked  by  a  feature  distinguishing  it  from  this,  viz., 
that  the  matter  recited  was  not  within  the  privity  of  the 
obligee.  I  subjoin  notice  of  a  case  that  illustmtes  the  dis- 
tinction,— Edioarda  v.  Broum  et  aZ.,  3  T.  &  I.,  423,  shows 
this,  anfl  shows  also  strikingly  how  the  intention  furnished  by 
the  recital  was  called  in  to  aid  the  construction. 

I  often  consult  Dane's  Abi^dyement  with  advantage. 
He  says,  vol  5,  sec.  5,  p.  176,  **  if  a  condition  be  doubtful,  it  is 
always  construed  most  in  favor  of  the  obligor  for  whose 
benefit  it  is  made,  and  most  against  the  obligee."  He  adds, 
."  otherwise  of  the  parol  part  of  a  single  bond  "  (mind  he  is 
not  speaking  of  a  bond  with  a  condition),  "  for  the  words  are 
his,  but  those  of  the  condition  are  those  of  both  parties."  Ho 
doubt  the  general  rule  of  construction  is  thus  fully  stated. 

The  second  recital,  immediately  following  on  the  recital 
which  I  have  noticed,  is  in  these  words:  **  And  whereas  the 
said  Alexarider  Keith  and  four  others  named  have  under- 
taken,** (not  by  any  necessary  implication  with  Fo^^man,  for 
if  that  had  been  intended  other  language  would  probably 
have  been  used,  most  likely  with  the  company  for  their  very 
first  step  after  assenting  to  Forman's  request  would  be  to 
obtain  from  his  nominees  an  underatanding  to  become  a  surety, 
and  to  a  defined  extent  of  obligation,)  "  to  become  bound,"  (in 
furtherance,  of  course,  of  the  request  and  the  acceptance,)  "  for 
the  said  James  Forman  as  such  sureties,  that  is  to  say,  A .  K. 
in  the  sum  of  $5000,"  (et  sie  de  ceteris)  "  on  and  by  the  above 
written  bond  or  obligation."  Thus  by  these  significant  and 
nnmistakeable  w.ords  the  obliged  .company  unquestionably 
had  knowledge  brought  home  to  it  that  each  and  every  one 
of  these  obligors — these  accepted  sureties-*-eonsidered  and 
understood  ^t  the  execution  of  the  bond  that  his  individual- 
obligation,  as  well  as  the  JQint  obligation  of  them  all,  expressed 
in  the  bond  thus  refened  to  (not  by  implication  but)  by 
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express  words,  w&s  and  were  qualified  by  this  recital.  The 
very  principle  of  the  decision  in  Ingkby  v.  Swift,  10  Bing.,  84, 
seemingly  relied  on  at  the  argument  for  the  plaintiff,  is  in 
perfect  accordance  with  the  views  I  have  expressed.  Had 
the  intention  relied  on  in  that  case  for  moulding  the 
words  of  the  bond,  (instead  of  being  as  it  ^as,  entirely  doubt- 
ful or  adverse,)  been  as  transparent  as  it  is  here,  the  Court 
would  not  have  hesitated  a  moment  to  bend  the  words  to  con- 
form to  it 

As  to  the  duty  and  power  of  a  Court  to  do  thu,  I  shall 
cite  only  one  case  from  many  that  I  have  before  me.  It  was 
noted  at  the  argument  In  CuUina  et  al.  v.  Prasser  et  al^ 
8  D.  &  R.,  112, 1  B.  &  0.,  602,  S.  C,  in  debt  on  bond  whereby 
Sir  i\r.  C,  G.  8.  W.  and  /.  B,  acknowledged  themselves  held 
and  bound  to  the  plaintiff  in  £1 000  each,  for  which  they  bound 
themselves,  and  each  of  them  for  himself  for  the  whole  and 
entire  sum  of  £1000  each,  subject  to  a  condition  of  all  moneys 
received  by  him  &s  treasurer  for  the  county  of  Middlesex. 
Held  that  this  was  a  several  bond  only,  and  that  the  obligees 
by  renewing  the  seal  of  one  obligor  did  not  render  it  void  as 
against  the  others."  Littledale  argued  it  was  a  joint  and 
several  bond,  referring  to  the  words  after  the  penal  sum,  viz., 
''for  which  payment  we  bind  ourselves  and  each  of  us." 
Rogers,  contra,  "The  bond  was  several  as  to  each  of  the 
parties  executing  it"  Bayley,  J.,  "  Where  parties  enter  into  a 
joint  and  several  bond  for  payment  of  an  entire  sum  of  money, 
whatever  discharges  one  of  the  obligors  must  discharge  all." 
Here  we  see  the  case  turned  on  the  question.  The  learned 
Judge  continued  :  **  But  I  am  satisfied  this  was  a  several  and 
not  a  joint  and  several  bond.  It  would  work  great  hardship 
to  allow  the  obligees  the  option  of  treating  it  as  a  joint  and 
several  bond."  Now  how  did  the  learned  Judge  arrive  at  the 
conclusion  that  it  was  a  several  bond.  The  learned  Judge 
decided  that  case  and  this,  in. these  words :  "The  recital,"  he 
says,  "  in  the  condition '  shows  that  each  of  the  parties 
intended  to  enter  latp  a  security  as  to  a  spediic  limited  sum, 
setting  the  sum  opposite  to  some  of  the  names  is  decisive  as 
to  that"  Again:  ''It  is  quite  manifest  neither  of  these 
obligors  intendeil  to  be  bound  beyond  £1000."  The  learned 
Judge  thus  looked  to  the  intention  of  the  obligors.    If  we  do 
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the  same  cadit  qubestio.  I  have  sufficiently  noticed  this* case 
for  my  purpose.  Whoever  reads  it  will  perceive  that  it  was 
on  all  fours  with  this  case,  and  that  it  is  not  merely  in  prin- 
ciple but  in  circumstances,  as  if  made  to  decide  the  question 
before  us.  The  intention  of  the  obligors  to  be  severally  bound 
and  each  in  a  specific  limited  sum,  is  much  more  perspicuous 
in  the  case  before  us  than  it  is  in  GMina  et  al.  v.  Proaaer  et  cd. 
It  is  as  certain  tts  words  can  make  anything. 

To  notice  the  effect  of  this  construction  as  regards  Forman 
could  be  attended  with  no  conceivable  difficulty.  If  it  were, 
the  authority  Just  cited  will  be  found  to  decide  that  question 
also. 

My  opinion  has  been  from  the  first,  and  is  that  our  com- 
mon law  jurisdiction  is  sufficient  to  dispose  of  this  case,  and 
ought  to  dispose  of  it.  I  think  the  verdict  should  be  set 
aside. 
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W.  H.  C.  becomlDjr  iii80lv«nt,  kit  «Ute,  under  the  provWoni  ot  the  InioWent  Act  wtn 
placed  In  the  hands  of  the  oAdal  aaiiffnee.  Subseqaently,  at  the  reqaest  of  hit  creditom, 
the  aarignee  allowed  htm  to  namne  poaaeasion  of  the  gtKxla  and  to  tell  them  for  their  benefit. 
Ho  deed  ef  compoaltion  waa  entered  into,  nor  waa  there  any  tranaff  r  of  the  gooda  to  W.  M.  C. 
nor  any  diechaige  given  him.  After  they  liad  been  aome  time  in  his  poaseieion,  the  defend- 
antk  as  Clfty  Manhal,  aeCtog  wider  an  execation  at  the  auit  of  T.  J.  W.,  one  «if  the  craditon, 
aeiiad  and  aold  a  portion  of  the  gooda.  The  aaaignee  thereapun  aaed  him  for  trespaae. 

BML,  that  the  seizure  and  aale  were  Illegal,  the  gooda  being  atill  in  the  poeaeaalon  of  the 
aaigaee,  and  that  daCendaut  waa  liable  in  danugea. 

DesBarres,  J.,  now,  (February  4th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court : — 

This  was  an  action  brovrght  by  the  plaintiff  as  official 
assignee,  appointed  under  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1869,  of  the 
estate  of  William  M,  Carey  an  insolvent,  against  the  defendant 
for  seizing  and  selling,  under  an  execution  issued  out  of  the. 
City  Court  against  the  insolvent  at  the  suit  of  ThomtJiB  J. 
Wallace,  and  another  part  of  the  goods  daimea  by  the  plaintiff 
under  the  deed  of  assignme&t  executed  by  the  iasolvent.  The 
caae  was  referred  to  the  arbitrament  of  John  S.  D.  Thompeon^ 
a  barrister  of  this  Court,  who  made  his  award  therein  in  the 
form  of  a  special  caae  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  (mder 

n* 
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chap.  146,  sec  8,  of  the  EevUed  StahUea.  It  was  argaed 
before  us  at  the  last  December  term  by  Mr.  Eruin,  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  judgment  was  reserved  for  want  of  tinte 
to  dispose  of  it.  Having  since  considered  the  mattera  sub* 
mitted  to  us  by  the  arbitrator,  I  will  now  proceed  to  state  th^ 
conclusion  to  which  I  have  arrived  on  the  facts  reported  by 
the  arbitrator  in  his  award,  which  are  to  the  following  effect, 
viz. :  That  the  plaintiff  took  an  inventory  of*  the  insolvent's 
property,  both  real  and  personal,  and  advertized  the  personal 
property,  consisting  of  cloths  and  ready-made  clothing,  for 
sale  by  auction,  he  being  then  in  possession  as  such  assignee, 
and  holding  the  keys  of  the  shop  in  which  the  goods  were 
stored ;  that  at  the  fii*st  meeting  of  his  creditors  the  insolvent 
proposed  to  pay  them  by  instalments,  viz.,  one  dollar  in  the 
pound  in  cash,  one  dollar  in  the  pound  in  three  months,  and 
the  balance  of  two  dollars  in  the  pound  in  twelve  months, 
leaving  the  effects  in  the  hands  of  the  a&^ignee;  that  the 
creditors  did  not  at  that  time  take  any  action  on  the  proposi- 
tion, but  shortly  before  the  time  appointed  for  the  sale  of  the 
goods  at  auction  the  plaintiff  as  assignee  received  a  requisition 
signed  by  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  creditors  in  number 
and  amount,  expressing  a  desire  and  consent  on  their  part 
that  the  insolvent  should  himself  make  sale  of  the  goods  on 
hand,  collect  his  debts,  and  pay  the  creditors  by  instalments 
of  three,  six  and  twelve  months,  so  as  to  prevent  a  sacrifice  of 
the  stock ;  on  reading  the  requisition  on  or  about  the  7th 
Februai'y,  1871,  the  plaintiff  gave  Carey  the  possession  of  all 
the  personal  property,  to  enable  him  to  realize  funds  to  make 
the  offered  payments ;  Carey  held  the  goods  for  nearly  a  year, 
during  which  time  he  moved  them  to  other  premises  and 
offered  them  for  sale  in  his  shop  in  the  usual  way,  but  effected 
no  sales ;  Carey*9  real  estate  in  the  meantime  was  let  and  the 
assignee  held  the  asKignment  and  other  pit>ceedings  in  insol- 
vency in  full  force  until  payments  promised  by  Carey  should 
be  made ;  after  the  expiration  of  twelve  months,  as  Carey  had 
failed  to  pay  any  of  the  instalments,  the  plaintiff  as  assignee, 
sold  all  the  effects  remaining  in  his  establishment,  and  pro- 
ceeded with  the  settlement  of  the  estate,  which  has  not  yet 
been  completed.  Among  the  ereditors  of  Carey  was  the  firm 
^ThafnaeJ.  WaUmeewad  WiUiamA.  WaUaee,  to  whom  he 
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owed  $48^  Ihf'ir  names  did  not  appear  in  the  schedule  of 
creditors,  and  they  were  not  notified  by  the  assignee  of  the 
proceedings  in  insolvency  otherwise  than  by  a  general  adver- 
tisement. About  two  months  after  Carey  had  received  back 
his  goods  under  the  arrangement  with  his  creditors,  the 
Messrs.  Wallaoe,  sued  him  and  recovered  judgment.  Mr, 
Thomas  /.  Wattaoe  being  then  aware  of  the  proceedings  in 
insolvency,  inquired  of  plaintiff  as  assignee  the  position  of  the 
insolvent's  afTaii-s,  and  was  told  by  plaintiff  that  Carey  had 
promised  to  pay  by  instalments,  and  that  his  goods  had  been 
returned  to  him  to  enable  him  to  do  so.  Mr.  Wallace  then 
issued  an  execution,  as  before  stated,  in  the  City  Court,  under 
which  defendant  as  City  Marshal  seized  and  sold  part  of  the 
cloths  and  clothing  which  Carey  had  assigned  in  the  first 
instance,  and  which  had  been  handed  back  to  him,  and  which 
he  then  held  under  the  arrangement  made.  The  defendant 
had  notice  in  writing  before  the  sale,  and  was  indemnified. 
The  arbitrator  awarded  that  if  the  Court  should  decide 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  under  this  state  of 
facts,  the  damages  to  which  he  was  entitled  for  the  trespasses 
Bued  for  in  this  action  amounted  to  $65. 

The  question  that  arises  here  is  whether  the  I'e-delivery  of 
the  goods  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  insolvent,  under  the  circum- 
stances  thus  reported,  operated  as  a  surrender  to  him  of  the 
right  of  property  which  the  plaintiff  had  in  them  under  the 
asssignment,  or  as  an  authority  only  to  sell  the  goods  for  and 
on  behalf  of,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  to  prevent  a 
sacrifice  of  them  at  public  auction.  No  deed  of  composition 
was  entered  into,  and  no  re-tmnsfer  made  by  the  plaintiff  to 
re-invest  the  property  in,  and  no  discharge  given  to  the  insol* 
vent,  and  as  the  right  of  property  in  his  real  estate  still 
remained  in  the  plaintiff,  and  the  proceedings  in  insolvency 
were  still  pending  and  only  for  a  time  suspended,  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  parted  with  the  right  of 
property  which  he  derived  under  the  assignment.  No  part 
of  the  goods  were  sold  by  Carey,  and  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff 
having  since  sold  all  that  remained  after  the  sale  made  by 
defendant,  warrants  the  presumption  that  the  return  of  the 
goods  to  Carey  was  not  intended  to  restore  to  him  the  right 
of  property  he  had  in  them  before  the  assignment  was  made, 
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but  for  a  very  different  purpose.  Section  35  of  the  Act  of 
18G9  provides  that  if  at  the  meeting  of  the  creditors  the  insol- 
vent shall  make  an  offer  of  composition,  and  such  offer  be 
approved  of  by  the  creditors,  they  may  make  such  order  a» 
they  may  deem  expedient,  either  for  suspending  the  disposal 
of  the  estate,  and  all  or  any  proceedings  tending  thereto,  for 
such  time  as  majr  be  fixed  by  such  meeting,  or  for  any  other 
purpose.  Now  it  appears  to  me  that  nothing  more  was  done 
or  intended  by  handing  back  the  goods  to  Carey  than  to  sus- 
pend the  disposal  of  them  by  the  assignee  for  the  time  fixed 
upon  by  the  creditora  giving  to  Carey  a  right  to  sell  in  the 
meantime  at  private  sale  for  the  benefit  .of  the  creditors,  the 
assignee  still  retaining  the  right  of  property  in  them  under 
the  assignment.  That  to  my  mind  is  the  only  inference  to  be 
drawn  from  the  facts,  and  therefore  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
seizure  and  sale  of  a  portion  of  the  goods  by  the  defendant 
under  the  execution  of  the  Messrs.  Wallace  was  an  illegal  act 
for  which  he  must  be  held  respcxisible.  To  suppose  that  the 
creditors  would  ever  consent  to  hand  back  to  the  insolvent 
the  goods  as  his  own»  without  any  security  for  payment, 
would  be  to  suppose  what  Ls  not  at  all  probable,  that  the 
creditors  forgot  or  were  entirely  regardless  t>f  their  interests 

Section  41  of  the  Act  directs  that  the  assignee  shall  wind 
up  the  afifairs  of  the  insolvent  by  the  sale  in  a  prudent  manner 
of  all  his  property,  pix>vided  that  such  sale  and  the  terms  and 
conditions  thereof  be  first  approved  at  a  meeting  of  the 
creditors.  The  creditors,  it  appears,  did  not  approve  of  the 
sale  of  the  insolvent's  goods  ai  public  auction.  They  were 
afraid  the  goods  would  be  sacrificed,  and  they,  as  the  language 
of  their  requisition  expresses  it,  preferred  to  permit  Carey  to 
make  sale  of  the  goods  if  he  could,  not  surely  as  hb  own,  but 
as  the  goods  of  the  assignee  held  for  their  benefit 

It  appears  from  the  arbitrator's  report  that  the  names  of 
the  Messi*s.  ^YcJlaot  were  not  included  in  the  schedule  of 
creditors,  and  that  they  were  not  notified  by  the  assignee  of 
the  procedings  in  insolvency  other  than  by  the  general  adver- 
tisement, but  as  the  assignee  by  section  69  of  the  Act  was 
bpund  to  reserve  dividends  for  them  oot  of  the  inaolventV 
estate,  their  interests  ?rere  fully  protected,  and  they,  notwith- 
standing, stood  on  an  equal  footing  with  ihe  test  of  the 
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creditors,  a  position  with  which  they  ought  to  have  been  con- 
tent ;  but  if  the  couree  adopted  in  this  case  be  sanctioned, 
they  will  receive  the  full  amount  of  their  claim,  while  the 
rest  of  the  creditors  will  be  obliged  to  receive  just  such  a 
dividend  as  the  estate  will  produce,  which  may  not  amount  to 
half  of  their  respective  claims.  This  is  against  the  policy  and 
spirit  of  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1869,  which  was  intended  to 
place  all  the  creditors  upon  a  just  and  equal  footing.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion  that  for  the  reasons  given,  and  on  the 
facts  reported,  th«  defendant  was  not  justified  in  seizing  and 
selling  the  goods  in  question  under  the  execution  placed  in 
bis  hands,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  therefore  entitled  to 
recover  from  him  the  amount  awarded  by  the  arbitrator  as 
<lamages  for  such  seizure. 
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PLAI5TIV7  sued  for  jsoodn  sold  and  delivered.  Defe:idant  pleaded  tbe  Statute  of  Ltmita* 
tions.  PlalntUf  replied  that  tt  tbe  time  the  action  accrued  defendant  waa  abaent  ttwa  tbe 
Province,  and  that  euit  was  brou^fht  when  defendant  came  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court.  Defendant  demmrrad.  The  cause  of  action  had  accrued  in  Prince  Edvi,'Brd  Island,  and 
it  seemed  that  aooording  to  the  laws  of  that  Province  the  debt  was  barred  by  the  statutei 
but  was  not  barred  by  the  Statutes  of  Nova  Scotia. 

HeUf  that  admitting  the  debt  to  be  out  of  date  in  Prince  Edwaid  Island,  the  phdntifl 
might  nevertheless  recover  in  Nova  SooUa,  as  only  the  plaiutilTs  remedy  was  thereby  barred, 
and  the  debt  wss  not  extinguished. 

DesBaeres,  J.,  now,  (February  4th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court: — 

This  was  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  &;c.,  to 
which  defendant  pleaded,  ist,  never  indebted;  2nd,  that 
before  action  brought  he  satisfied  and  discharged  the  plain- 
tiffs' claim  by  payment ;  3rd,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled 
to  recover  from  defendant  the  sum  named  and  claimed  in  the 
writ,  for  the  reason  that  the  interest  charged  upon  the  amount 
etated  was  usurious  and  contrary  to  law,  and>  4th,  that  the 
cause  of  action  alleged  in  the  writ  of  the  plaintifts  did  not 
accrue  within  six  years  from  the  commencement  of  this  suit 
Tlie  plaintiff  demuiTcd  to  the  third  plea  upon  grounds  to 
which  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer,  Mr.  WaUaee  at  tbe  argument 
having  abandoned  that  plea  as  one  which  could  not  be  sua- 
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tained.  To  the  fourth  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  that  at  the 
time  the  action  accrued  the  defendant  was  absent  from  and 
out  of  the  Province  of  if  ova  Scotia^  and  this  smt  was  brought 
after  the  defendant  came  within  the  Province  and  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  .this  Court  The  defendant  denkurred  to  this, 
replication  on  the  following  grounds:.  1st,  that  it  was  no 
answer  to  defendant's  said  plea;  2nd,  that  the  plaintiffs 
should  have  alleged  in  their  replication  that  the  cause  of 
action  alleged  in  the  plaintiffs'  writ  did  accrue  within  six 
years,  and  not  having  made  such  allegation  thej  admit  the 
defendant's  plea  which  is  an  answer  to  the  plaintiffs'  writ ; 
Srd,  that  plaintiffs  should  have  shown  that  when  defendant 
came  to  Nova  Scotia  from  FriTice  Edward  Island^  where  the 
cause  of  action  accrued,  the  SiatiUe  of  Limiatian^  had  not 
commenced  to  run,  and  that  not  hi^ving  done  so  they  admit 
that  it  had  commenced  to  operate,  and  that  more  than  six 
years  had  elapsed  since  it  so  began  to  run.  There  was  a 
joinder  by  the  plaintiffs  on  this  demurrer,  alleging  their  repli- 
cation to  be  good  in  substance.  The  plaintiffs'  bill  of  par* 
ticulars  indorsed  on  the  writ  is  dated  SOth  Oct^  1865,  and  the 
writ  was  issued  on  the  18th  Dec,  1871,  from  which  it  would 
appear  that  the  defendant's  fourth  plea  will  opmnate  as  a  bar 
to  the  action  if  the  plaintiffs'  replication  to  that  plea  cannot 
be  sustained.  As  the  bill  of  particulars  indorsed  ^  the  writ 
states  the  amount  claimed  by  ptaintiflb  to  be  due  in  Prince 
Edward  leland  currency,  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  that 
fact  would  be  that  the  debt  was  contracted  in  that  Province, 
but  as  there  is  no  allegation  in  the  pleadings  to  that  effect, 
we  must  consider  the  debt  to  have  been  contraeted  in  Ifova 
Scotia,  and  so  viewing  it  inquire  whether  under  the  pleadings 
as  they  exist  the  debt  is  recoverable  or  barred  by  our  Statute 
of  LimitaiioTks,  chap.  154,  R.  S.  The  plaintiflb,  it  k  true,  do 
not  allege  in  their  replication  that  the  cause  of  action  did 
accrue  within  six  years,  the  time  prescribed  in  the  act,  before 
the  writ  was  issued,  but  they  do  all^  in  the  usual  form  that 
at  the  time  the  action  accrued  the  defendant  was  oat  of  the 
Province,  and  that  allegation  is  sufficient  under  the  ninth  or 
saving  clause  of  the  act  to  protect  them  against  its  operation, 
though  the  defendant  may  have  remained  oat  of  the  Province 
for  a  longer  period  than  six  yeara. 
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I  may  here  remark  that  the  words  "  out  of  the  Province  " 
in  the  ninth  section  of  chapter  154,  Revised  Statatea,  are,  as  I 
think,  to  be  looked  upon  here  as  equivalent  to  the  words 
*'  beyond  the  seas  "  in  the  English  acts ;  see  32,  Law  <k  Eq,  22., 
91,  and  \  M.4b  IT.,  74.  Viewing  the  case  in  the  light  I  have 
mentioned  there  can,  it  appears  to  me,  be  no  dif&culty  in 
deciding  it.  But  as  the  object  of  the  defendant  evidently 
was  to  raise  the  question  as  to  his  liability  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  the  debt  was  in  point  of  fact  contracted  in  P.  E, 
Istandf  and  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations  of  that 
Province,  though  not  so  alleged  before  this  suit  was  brought, 
and  as  both  parties  treated  this  case  at  the  argument  as 
involving  this  question,  and  cited  cases  on  both  sides  bearing 
on  that  question,  we  must,  it  appears  to  me,  regard  it  as  one 
of  that  character,  and  say  whether  the  plaintiffs'  replication 
to  the  fourth  plea,  on  which  the  defendant  alone  relies,  can 
under  such  circumstances  be  upheld. 

It  will  be  found  on  examination  of  the  cases,  that  the  law 
bearing  on  the  point  raised  has  been  pretty  well  settled,  so 
settled,  that  to  my  mind  there  can  be  but  little  reason  for 
doubt  on  the  subject  The  leading  case  bearing  on  this  point 
is  that  of  Williams  v.  Jones,  13  East,  439.  That  was  an 
action  of  assumpsit  for  money  laid  out  and  expended 
by  plaintiff,  and  for  work  and  labor  as  attorney  of 
defendant  in  prosecuting  and  defending  suits  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Judicature  at  Fort  William  in  Bengal,  and  other 
courts  beyond  the  seas  in  the  EaM  Indies,  Defendant 
pleaded  as  in  this  case  actio  non  accrevit,  &c.,  to  which 
defendant  plaintiff  replied  that  defendant  before  and  at  the 
time  when,  &c.  was  beyond  the  seas,  and  that  plaintiff  com- 
menced the  suit  within  six  3'ears  after  his  return.  Defendant 
rejoined  that  before  and  at  and  long  after  the  making  of  the 
promises  in  the  declaration,  defendant  and  plaintiff  were  sub- 
jects of  the  king  and  residing  at  Bengal,  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Supreme  Court  there,  and  that  the  several  promises 
were  wholly  made,  and  the  several  causes  of  action  wholly 
accrued  to  the  plaintiff  at  Bengal,  and  within  said  jurisdiction, 
and  that  defendant  continued  resident  at  Bengal,  and  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  said  Supreme  Court,  more  than  six  years 
after  the  making  of  the  promises,  and  that  no  suit  was  com- 
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menccd  by  plaintifi  against  him  upon  said  promiaes  at  any 
time  within  six  years  next  after  making  the  same.  To  this 
rejoinder  the  plaintiff*  demurred,  and  it  was  held  that  though 
the  cause  of  action  accrued  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Supreme  Court  at  Calcutta  while  both  parties  were  residing 
there,  and  by  the  king's  charter  granted  in  pursuance  of  the 
statute  of  Geo,  III,,  chap.  G3,  the  Court  was  authorized  to 
exercise  the  same  jurisdiction  in  civil  causes  as  was  exercised 
by  the  Coui*t  of  King's  Bench  in  England  by  the  common 
law,  assuming  that  by  such  authority  the  provisions  of  the 
SUUutea  of  Limitationa,  21  James  I.,  chap.  16,  sec.  7,  and 
4  Ann,  chap.  16,  sec  19,  were  transferred  to  India  as  part  of 
the  law  of  England,  auxiliary  to  the  common  law,  yet  by  the 
express  terms  of  the  savings  in  those  statutes  as  applicable  to 
the  Courts  in  England,  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  upon  an 
assumpsit  was  saved  if  he  having  returned  home  before  the 
plaintiff  commenced  such  action  within  six  years  after  the 
defendant's  return  home,  though  more  than  six  years  had 
elapsed  in  India  after  the  cause  of  action  had  accrued  there, 
and  during  the  defendant's  stay  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  of  that  country.  The  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord 
Ellenborough  and  the  rest  of  the  Judges  in  that  case  was  that 
as  there  was  nothing  in  the*  law  which  extinguished  the  debt, 
and  nothing  was  stated  to  show  that  it  was  extinguished  by 
the  law  of  the  country  where  it  was  contracted  and  where  the 
parties  resided  at  the  time,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  only 
barred  the  plaintiff's  remedy,  not  the  debt. 

The  same  question  as  is  involved  here  was  raised  on 
demurrer  in  Bvyson  v.  Grahxim,  Thomp.  Reps.,  271,  and 
decided  in  this  Court  in  1848,  where  it  was  held  that  though 
a  debt  contracted  in  Scotland  would  have  been  barred  by  the 
Scotch  Prescription  Act  from  lapse  of  time, }  et  if  the  defendant 
came  to  this  Province,  an  action  was  maintainable  for  its 
recovery  here.  Mr.  Justice  Bliss  who  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  in  that  case,  remarked  that  in  ApAl  term,  1834, 
in  the  case  of  Marsh  v.  Uoyne,  it  had  been  fully  considered 
how  far.  the  EngliJi  Statute  of  Limitations  affected  a 
plaintiff  suing  here  for  a  debt  contracted  in  England  between 
parties  there  i^sident  and  presci'ibed  by  that  statute,  and 
that  the  Court  decided  **  that  a  debt  oonuacted  in  England 
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between  parties  there  residing  was  not  prescribed  in  Nova 

Scotia,  provided  the  action  was  brought  within  six  years  after 

the  plaintiff'*  first  coming  into  this  Province ;  that  the  plain- 

titTs  remedy  only  was  barred  in  England,  but  the  debt  was 

still  subsisting  and  Recoverable  here,  adding  that  the  case  of 

Williams  v.  Jones  was  then  relied  upon  in  the  judgment 

given  as  decisive."     As  I  think,  we  too  must  rely  upon  it  as 

conclusive  in  the  case  before  us.    In  Huher  wSteiner,  2  Bing., 

N.  Cm  202,  assumpsit  on  promissory  notes  made  by  defendant, 

the  Statute  of  Limitations  was  pleaded  after  the  plea  of  the 

general  issue,  and  Srdly  that  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 

promissory  notes  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  merchants 

and  traders  domiciled  and  canying  on  business  in  France,  and 

that  by  th^  law  of  France,  all  actions  on  promissory  notes 

are  and  were  wholly  barred,  precluded  and  estopped  after  five 

years,  &c,     Tindall,  Ch.  J.,  says :  **  We  take  it  to  be  clearly 

established  and  recognized  as  part  of  the  law  of  England  by 

various  decisions,  that  if  the  prescription  of  the  Fr&iich  law 

which  has  been  opposed  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  present  case  is 

no  mofe  than  a  limitation  of  the  time  within  which  the  action 

upon  the  note  must  be  brought  in  the  Frendi  courts,  it  will 

not  form  a  bar  to  the  right  of  action  in  our  English  courts, 

but  the  question  whether  the  action  is  brought  within  due 

and  proper  time  must  be  governed  by  the  English  statute." 

I  come  now  to  the  case  of  Bulger  v.  Roche,  11-  Pick.,  36, 
decided  in  1831,  in  which  Shaw,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  Court,  which  shows  that  the  established  doctrine  of  the 
Englisli  court)  in  the  question  under  consideration  is  held  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts,  That  was  an  action  on 
a  promissory  note  given  by  defendant  to  plaintiff  here  in 
Halifax,  dated  1st  Feb,,  1831.  Pleas,  1st,  general  issue;  2nd, 
a^tio  non  accrevit,  &c. ;  Jird,  non  assumpsit  infra  sex  annos. 
The  replication  to  the  second  plea  was  that  at  the  time  when 
the  debt  accrued  the  plaintiff  was  beyond  the  sea  without  any 
of  the  United  States,  to  wit,  at  Halifax,  and  there  lived  until  he 
afterwards,  viz.,  on  1st  June,  1829,  came  to  the  United  States, 
and  that  within  sip^  years  after  his  coming  into  the  United 
States,  viz.,  on  the  8th  Aug.,  1829,  he  commenced,  the  suit. 
The  defendant  rejoined  that  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  both 
aliens,  and  were  at  the  time  when  the  action  accraed  inhabit- 
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ants  of  Halifax,  living  under  the  laws  of  Nova  Scotia,  and 
continued  to  be  inhabitants  of  and  residents  in  that  Province 
for  more  than  six  years  next  ensuing,  to  wit,  to  1st  March, 
18S7,  and  by  the  laws  of  Kova  Scotia  in  force  at  the  time 
when  the  supposed  cause  of  action  accrued  and  ever  since,  all 
actions  in  the  case  upon  promises  ai-e  barred  unless  commenced 
within  six  years  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  and  that 
supposed  cause  of  action  accrued  to  plaintifi  at  Halifax  on 
5th  Feb,,  1821,  and  not  afterwards.  •  Demurrer  to  rejoinder. 
Held  that  the  debt  being  contracted  in  a  foreign  country 
between  the  subjects  of  that  country,  who  remained  there 
until  it  became  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations  of  such 
country,  their  Statute  of  Limitations  could  not  be  pleaded  in 
bar  to  an  action  for  the  debt  brought  within  six  years  after 
pai*ties  came  into  the  Commonwealth. 

The  next  and  last  case  I  shall  refer  to  is  that  of  Harns 
tt  al.  V.  Qaine,  4  L.  B ,  Q.  B.,  653,  decided  in  1869.  This  is 
a  case  which  if  it  stood  alone  would  to  my  mind  be  conclusive 
on  the  question  raised  here.  The  plaintiffs  in  that  suit  were 
attorneys  in  partnership,  in  the  Isle  of  Man,  and  retained  by 
the  defendant  in  1858  to  conduct  a  suit  in  one  of  the  Manx 
courts,  in  which  he  was  defendant.     The  suit  was  dismissed  I 

in  186 J.  The  plaintiti'  appealed  in  that  suit  to  a  superior 
court,  and  the  plaintiffs  continued  to  act  for  the  defendant, 
and  conducted  the  appeal  on  his  behalf  to  October,  1862.  The 
plaintifis  brought  an  action  to  recover  the  amount  of  their 
bill  of  costs  in  one  of  the  Manx  courts  against  defendant 
more  than  three  yeai^s  after  October,  1862,  that  being  the 
time  prescribed  by  the  Manx  Statute  ofLimitattons,  and  the 
Court  decided  that  the  action  was  barred  by  the  statute.  The 
plaintiff  commenced  another  action  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  in  Janiuiry,  1S6^,  to  which  defendant  pleaded,  Ist,  the 
judgment  of  the  Manx  Court;  2nd,  the  English  Statute  of 
Limitations.  Held  that  as  the  Manx  statute  barred  the 
remedy  only,  and  did  not  extinguish  the  debt,  the  judgment 
of  the  Manx  Court  was  no  bar ;  so  that  if  there  had  ever 
been  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant  on  a  plea  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  in  P.  E,  Island  for  the  same  debt, 
the  plaintiff  it  seems  could  still  under  this  authority  have 
maintained  an  action  against  defendant  here  at  any  time 
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wtihin  six  years  after  his  coming  to  this  Province.  We  all 
think  there  mnst  he  judginent  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer 
with  costs. 


BUTLER  ET  AL.  V.  EVANS. 

ViarmnjOFt  pl«ad«cl  m  a  wt-ofl  to  plAlntllTB  elKim  a  Mil  of  exchange  accepted  by  plaAitlff 
and  andonad  to  him.  Plaintiff  raplfed  that  tho  bill  at  ths  time  of  its  acceptance  and  eudorte* 
ment  waa  not  afeamped  aooontin^  to  law.    Ddfendant  d imurred. 

EM,  tbat  the  replication  waa  goad,  and  thtt  if  the  itampa  were  afflxed  after  the 
aeeeptanee  or  endorMmeot,  it  waa  tor  detendaot  to  rfijolo  the  facta  which  juatified  him  In 
■abeeqnent^  aiBxiog  them. 

Ritchie,  E.  J.,  now,  (Febraary  4th,  1S72,)  deliveSred  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows  : — 

The  defendant  in  this  case  pleaded  as  a  set-off  to  the 
plaintiffs'  claim  a  bill  of  exchange  accepted  by  the  plaintiffs 
aud  endorsed  to  the  defendant.  To  this  the  plaintiff  replied 
that  the  bill  was  not  stamped  according  to  law  at  the  time  of 
the  indorsement,  and  also  that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
acceptance  it  was  not  stamped.  To  these  replications  the 
defendant  has  demurred. 

Whether  a  violation  of  the  Stamp  Act,  whereby  an  instru- 
ment is  rendered  invalid,  need  or  need  not  be  pleaded,  is  not 
at  present  for  our  consideration,  having  been  in  this  case 
pleaded,  the  question  for  us  is  has  it  been  properly  pleaded  ? 

The  EngliBk  statutes  on  the  subjects  differ  from  ours,  and 
the  eases  cited  in  support  of  the  demurrer  are,  I  think,  inap- 
plicable ;  the  statutes  undei^  which  those  decisions  took  place 
prohibit  the  unstamped  instrument  from  being  given  in 
evidence,  and  permit  the  holder  of  it  to  have  it  stamped  on 
payment  of  a  penalty  at  any  time  before  it  is  offered  in 
evidence,  while  our  statute  declares  the  instrument  not  stamped 
to  be  invalid  and  does  not  confer  on  the  holder  a  right  to  have 
it  subsequently  stamped  as  a  matter  of  right,  but  only  permits 
it  to  be  done  under  certain  circumstances,  of  which  he  would 
be  required  to  give  evidence  on  the  trial.  I  may  also  add 
that  in  the  cases  referred  to  the  question  was  raised  on  special 
demurrer,  and  our  Practice  Act  declai^es  that  no  pleading 
shall  be  deemed  insufficient  for  any  defect  formerly  objection- 
able on  special    demurrer   only.      Dawson   v.   McDonald^ 
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2  M.  &  W.,  26  (1836) ;  Howard  v.  Smiih,  4  Bing.,  N.  C,  684 
(1838) ;  and  Beardly  v.  Beardly,  3  Dow.  &  Lowndes.  476  (1849). 
were  all  cases  of  special  demurrer  and  the  decisions  in  all  of 
them  had  reference  to  those  portions  of  the  English  statutes 
in  which  they  differ  from  ours. 

I  think  the  replications  are  good,  and  if  the  stamps  were 
put  on  after  the  acceptance  or  endorsement  it  is  for  the 
defendant  to  rejoin  the  facts,  if  they  exist,  which  justified 
him  in  subsequently  affixing  them.  Judgment  therefore  will 
be  for  the  plaintiffs. 


CONDON  ET  AL.  V.  DAVIS  et  al, 

PLARrrirn  wmght  to  reoovor  povMsion  of  a  lot  of  land^poition  of  aa  Island  that  had 
bean  ifrantwi  to  Mreral  penoni,  thair  iprand-fatbar  balnjr  one  of  tha  jpraataas,  but  there  was 
no  evidence  to  oonneot  him  with  the  particular  lot  In  queation.  Hr  held  no  asdflrnment  of  It, 
and  had  never  claimed  It  In  bit  Ufa-tlnM  though  he  bad  Uved  forty  yean  after  the  paasittg  of 
the  ffrant,  and  many  yean  after  thoea  under  wbofu'defendaiita  claimed  had  been  living  upon  it. 
The  defendants  had  been  in  poMwion  of  the  lot  for  from  alxtj  to  eighty  yean  pravious  to 
action  brought. 

Held,  that  the  verdict  fbr  plalntlfli  ihou'd  be  let  aalue  and  a  new  trial  had. 

Ritchie,  E.  J.,  now.  (February  4th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court: —  . 

The  plaintiffs  in  this  action  fiought  to  recover  possiession  of 
a  lot  of  land  on  Brier  Island,  in  the  county  of  Digby,  under 
a  grant  from  the  crown  which  parsed  in  1784.  Their  grand- 
father Massels  was  one  of  the  gi'antees  named  in  the  grant, 
which  comprised  the  whole  of  the  Island,  but  gave  no  par- 
ticular lot  or  portion  of  it  to  any  of  the  grantees.  It  referred 
to  a  plan  annexed,  but  no  plan  was  attached  to  the  grant 
when  produced,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  I  can  find  on 
the  minutes,  which  connects  the  ancestor  of  the  plaintiffs  with 
the  particular  lot  in  question,  other  than  that  it  has  been  called 
the  Massela  lot.  There  is  no  evidence  that  it  was  assigned  to 
him  in  any  partition  of  the  Island  among  the  grantees,  or 
that  he  was  ever  in  possession  of  it,  or  that  he  in  his  lifetime 
ever  claimed  it,  and  he  lived  forty  years  after  the  passing  of 
the  gi*ant,  and  many  years  after  those  under  whom  the 
defendants  claim  had  entei*ed  and  were  living  upon  it;  and 
when  long  after  his  death  the  plaintiffs  made  a  claim  to 
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it,  about  forty  years  ago,  their  claim  was  resisted  and  they 
abandoned  it. 

« 

But  if  we  were  to  assume  that  a  title  bad  been  made  out 
in  Masaela  the  graptee,  the  evidence  establishes  a  possession 
of  the  lot  by  the  defendants  and  those  from  whom  tliey  claim 
for  from  sixty  to  eighty  yea]*8,  of  such  a  character  as  would 
deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  a  right  to  the  lot  at  this  lato  day. 
According  to  the  plaintiffs  and  their  witnesses,  Mrs.  Davis, 
the  mother  of  the  defendants,  was  on  the  lot  in  1814,  had 
built  a  house  on  it,  and  cleared  four  acres,  and  aft^er  living 
many  years  in  the  house,  on  leaving  it  about  twenty  years 
ago,  leased  it  to  a  tenant.  The  defendants  have  made  clear- 
ings on  the  lot,  eight  or  ten  or  more  acres,  and  have  cut  wood 
over  the  lot  every  year  since  1814;  this  is  the  testimony  of  a 
witness  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  who  stated  also  that 
he  has  heard  Davis  one  of  the  defendants  say  that  his  mother 
had  writings  from  McEUmy  that  he  gave  her  the  lot,  and 
that  the  witness  had  known  this  for  fifty  years.  One  of  the 
plaintiffs,  William  Massels,  testified  that  two  years  after  the 
death  of  his  grandfather  which  took  place  in  1829,  he  went  to 
Bi^ier  Idand,  and  after  consulting  a  lawyer  in  relation  to  the 
property,  he  had  a  document  prepared  and  served  on  Mrs, 
Davis,  demanding  possession,  and  that  he  then  saw  her  on  the 
lot  and  demanded  possession  of  it  as  one  of  the  heirs  of  old 
Mr.  Massels,  and  asked  if  she  had  a  title  to  it»  when  she 
replied  that  she  had  a  title  f i-oni  McEUiny, .  and  a  letter  of 
occupation  from  the  Governor  at  Halifax,  No  suit  was  then 
brought  or  other  proceeding  taken  to  dispossess  her. 

Had  the  case  stopped  here  the  plaintiff  would  in  my 
opinion  have  totally  failed  in  establishing  a  right  to  recover 
in  this  action,  but  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants 
11  of  the  most  conclusive  character.  Edward  Davis,  one  of 
the  defendants,  sevonty-two  years  of  age,  says  that  his  father 
having  died  shortly  before,  his  mother  built  on  the  lot  in  ques- 
tion ;  that  he  himself  built  on  another  part  of  the  lot  in  1817 
and  made  a  clearing ;  that  from  17  to  20  acres  have  been 
cleared  in  one  part  and  thi^e  in  another,  two  miles  apart ;  and 
it  is  in  evidence  that  they  had  made  roads  across  the  lots  for 
the  purpose  of  hauling  manure  to  thaxdeared  fields,  that  wood 
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has  been  cut  every  year  over  the  whole  lot,  and  two  surveys 
have  been  made  by  them,  one  40,  the  other  44  years  ago. 

Even  on  the  score  of  title  the  defendants  seem  to  occupy 
at  least  as  good  a  position  as  the  plaintiffs,  for,  while  it  was 
in  evidence  that  the  lot  was  trilled  the  Maseela  lot,  it  was  also 
proved  that  it  had  been  called  the  McEUinny  lot,  and  on  the 
plan  dated  1790,  produced  by  the  plaintiffs,  there  was  the 
name  of  JfcMllnny  and  not  that  of  Maaeele. 

The  defendants  put  in  evidence  a  document  which  is 
referred  to  as  a  power  of  attorney  from  Nancy  McEUinny  to 
Edward  Davis,  the  father  of  the  defendants,  which  is  in  fact 
more  than  an  ordinary  power  of  attorney,  and  we  are  justified 
in  inferring  from  the  evidence  that  it  was  under  this  docu* 
ment  old  Edward  Davis  originally  claimed,  and  his  widow  and 
children  went  into  possession  as  far  back  at  least  as  1810.  It 
is  under  seal,  and  authorised  Edward  Davis  to  enter  into  and 
keep  possession  of  200  acres  on  Brier  Isf'and,  Lot  No.  4, 
(being  the  lot  now  claimed  by  plaintiffs,)  and  to  hold  the  same 
by  himself  and  his  lawful  heirs  until  the  said  Nancy  McEUinny 
should  call  for  the  land.  It  is  dated  in  1789,  upwards  of 
eighty  years  ago,  a  year  before  the  date  of  the  plan  in  evidence, 
and  only  five  years  after  the  passing  of  the  grant  This,  if  it 
did  not  give  the  defendant  a  good  documentary  title,  gave  a 
color  to  their  possession  of  the  whole  lot  for  upwards  of  sixty 
years.  Independently  of  this  document  there  is  conclusive 
evidence  that  Mrs,  Davis,  the  mother  of  defendants,  claimed 
the  whole  lot  forty  years  ago,  and  that  plaintiffs  knew  it,  that 
is  from  the  time  they  demanded  possession  and  it  was  refused, 
with  a  distinct  claim  on  her  part,  and  a  denial  of  their  right 
to  it  as  the  heirs  of  old  Mr.  Massds. 

The  principle  on  which  a  party  in  possesion  of  land  under 
color  of  title  is  held  to  have  entered  on  the  whole  lot  described 
in  the  deed  is,  that  there  is  thereby  notice,  or  at  least  con* 
structive  notice,  to  the  true  owner  that  he  claims  the  whole 
lot  Here  we  have  distinct  evidence  that  actual  notice  was 
given  to  the  plaintiffs  if  they  had  been  the  owners,  that  the 
whole  lot  on  which  the  ancestor  of  the  defendants  then  lived 
was  claimed  by  her  adversely  to  them,  and  since  then  for  forty 
years  her  possession  and  that  of  her  heirs  and  devisee  has 
been  noioriooa  and  hostile  to  thenu    After  this  demand,  and 
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the  continued  possession  of  the  defendants,  tho  plaintiffs 
became  disseised  and  dispossessed  of  the  whole  lot,  for  this 
takes  place  when  the  parties  in  possession  openly  repudiate 
the  rights  of  another  and  claim  title  to  the  land ;  2  Wash* 
bum*8  Real  Property,  402  ;,  Bradstreet  v.  Peters,  5  Peters,  412 ; 
Parker  v.  Proprietor  of  Locks,  etc.,  3  Met,  101 ;  see  also  Co. 
Xt^^,  1^3.  To  constitute  a  dissesin  it  is  not  necessary  at  the 
present  day  to  prove  a  forcible  expulsion  of  the  owner,  but 
the  intention  to  hold  the  estate  must  be  manifest.  Adverse 
entry  and  possession  claiming  the  whole  lot  constitute  a  dis* 
sesin.  Possession  notorious  and  adverse  is  equivalent  to  actual 
expulsion ;  it  will  be  sufficient  if  there  has  been  a  notorious 
claim  of  the  land  within  the  knowledge  of  the  adverse  claim- 
ant, and  without  interruption  or  an  adverse  entry  by  him. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  under  the  evidence  adduced 
the  verdict  should  have  been  for  the  defendants,  and  that 
there  should  be  a  new  trial. 


McNUTT  V.  Mcdonald. 

pLAOrriFP  WM  book-k«qper  for  Mtndkat,  and  claimed  a  balaiiee  of  MtUtry  due  hlni, 
alleglnr  that  the  hiring  wae  for  91000  a  year.  Defendant  contended  that  plaintifTt  lalaiy  was 
only  91000,  which  had  heen  paid  hitn  in  full.  Their  reipective  etatetnente  a*  to  the  termi 
aicreed  upon  hetween  them  were  very  oonfllctinr,  but  in  corroboration  of  defendant's  waa  the 
fact  that  at  the  end  <rf  the  year  for  which  the  ealary  a-ae  to  be  paid  the  plaintiff  entered  it  in 
the  books  as  only  flOOO.    The  juiy  found  for  plaintiff. 

Held,  that  there  should  be  a  new  trlaU 

Ritchie,  E.  J.,  now,  (February  4th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows  : — 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  from  the  defendant  a 
balance  which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  be  due  him  for  services 
during  the  year  1870  as  book-keeper  and  managing  clerk  at 
the  rate  of  31600  a  year.  The  services  for  that  year  are  not 
disputed,  and  the  only  question  involved  is  the  rate  of  wages. 
The  defendant  contends  that  the  hiring  was  for  $1000,  and 
that  he  has  paid  the  plaintiff  in  full ;  the  balance  claimed  by 
the  plaintiff  is  S755.47. 

It  would  appear  from  the  evidence  that  the  clerks  in  the 
employ  of  the  defendant  were  engaged  by  the  year  at  stated 
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salaries  or  wages,  and  that  it  was  his  custom  at  the  end  of 
the  year  to  make  an  additional  allowance  or  gratuity  to  them 
or  some  of  them  as  his  business  prospered  or  he  might  think 
they  meiited.  This  had  been  the  case  in  former  years  with 
respect  to  the  plaintff.  In  18G7  he  had  received  at  the  rate 
of  S()00.  In  1868  he  received  $800.  In  1809  the  plaintiff 
says  no  agreement  was  made,  and  he  was  paid  SIOOO,  and  the 
defendant  then  told  him  he  would  have  doubled  the  advance 
if  his  business  would  have  allowed  it.  No  agreement  was 
made  for  1870  before  or  at  the  commencement  of  that  year» 
the  plaintiff  continuing  his  services  under  the  previous  arrange- 
ment, according  to  his  own  showing,  up  to  about  the  end  of 
ApHl,  when  he  having  received  an  offer  of  £400  from  a 
person  in  Cfuirlottetown,  communicated  it  to  the  defendant, 
who  told  him  he  would  not  treat  him  fairly  if  he  left  him, 
that  he  could  not  do  without  him,  and  then  the  plaintiff 
alleges  that  it  was  arranged  that  he  should  have  SIGOO  a  year, 
with  S400  additional  if  the  net  profits  reached  810,000.  At 
the  close  of  the  year  a  difference  arose  between  them,  the 
plaintiff  contending  that  the  offer  related  to  the  year  1870, 
which  the  defendant  disputed,  but,  according  to  the  testimony 
of  the  plaintiff,  he  said  that  though  he  intended  the  offer  to  be 
prospective,  if  the  defendant  understood  it  otherwise,  he  sup- 
posed it  must  be  so,  and  hoped  the  profits  of  the  year  would 
allow  of  his  paying  him.  The  defendant  denies  the  correct- 
ness of  these  statements  of  the  plaintiff,  and  he  sa\*s  that  when 
he  was  apprised  of  the  CJiarlottetown  offer  he  told  the  plaintiff 
he  would  allow  him  $1600  if  the  profits  of  the  business 
reached  $8000,  to  which  the  plaintiff  assented.  When  the 
books  were  made  up  the  defendant  handed  to  plaintiff  a  list 
of  the  salaries  to  be  entered,  and  among  them  his  own  at  $1000. 
He  states  that  he  then  asked  what  it  meant,  and  suggested 
that  defendant  could  put  the  account  properly  in  his  private 
ledger,  to  which  he  says  plaintiff  replied  that  could  be  done  at 
any  time.  The  plaintiff  then  made  this  entry  in  his  account, 
— **  By  services,  $1000,"  and  the  account  was  so  closed,  but  he. 
says  he  expected  defendant  to  give  him  a  cheque  for  $600 
The  profits  for  the  .year  1870  were  much  less  than  for  the 
1869;  it  was  supposed^  the  plaintiff  says,  that  they  would 
Teach  $10,000,  he  did  not  think  they  amounted  to  half  that 
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sum, — the  actual  amount  was  $3206  as  entered  by  him  in  the 

books.    The  defendant  says  the  entry  of  81000  as  his  salary 

was  made  as  the  actual  amount  due ;  that  when  plaintiff  saw 

the  result  of  the  year's  business  he  acquiesced  in  the  SIOOO, 

and  made  the  entry  in  good  faith.    The  plaintiff  goes  on  to 

say  that  he  was  discharged  on  the  17th  January ^  1871,  and 

had  received  previous  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit  $1250, 

being  thus  ovei|Mud  $250  if  the  defendant's  account  of  the 

terms  of  the  hiring  is  to  bo  adopted,  and  leaving  a  balance  of 

$330  still  due  if  the  plaintiff's  statements  are  to  be  accepted ; 

but  the  jury  have  found  a  verdict  for  $644.43.    They  have,  I 

presume,  refused  to  give  the  defendant  credit  for  the  amount 

paid  to  Mr.  Oarvey^  the  plaintiff's  attorney ;  this  I  think  they 

were  not  justified  in  doing,  as  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to 

apportion  that  payment  in  liquidation  of  any  other  than  this 

debt,  none  other  having  been  shown  to  exist,  and  nothing  in 

the  evidence  indicates  that  it  was  paid  on  any  other  account 

The  verdict,  therefore,  must  be  set  aside  or  reduced,  but, 

where  the  jury  have  gone  so  far  astray,  it  is  not  satisfactory 

to  adopt  their  verdict  in  a  case  where  it  appears  to  me  the 

weight  of  evidence  is  rather  with  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  admits  that  he  commenced  the  services  for 

1870  pn  the  same   terms   as  for  the  year  1869,  when  at 

most  he  could  only  legally  claim  $800,  any  advance  being  at 

the  option  of  the  defendant,  and  the  hiring  being  for  a  year 

as  he  contends,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  retain  him  in 

his  employment  independently  of  any  agreement  in  Aprils 

when  one-third  of  the  year  had  passed.    It  does  not  seem 

reasonable  that  the  plaintiff's  wages  should  gratuitously  be 

doubled  irrespective  of  the  amount  of  profits  on  the  year's 

business  for  that  current  year,  and  the  defendant's  statements 

regarding  the  hiring  seem  more  probable  than  those  of  the 

plaintiff,  but  differing  as  they  do  on  this  point  there  is  a 

strong  corroboration  of  the  defendant's  account  of  it,  when  at 

the  close  of  the  year  the  entry  is  made  by  the  defendant  in 

accordance  with  the  agreement  as  stated  by  the  plaintiff,  and 

in  that  way  reduced  to  writing,  the  effect  jof  which  is  to  be 

destroyed  by  the  verbal  statements  of  the  plaintiff  the  truth 

of  which  18  denied  by  the  defendant    I  think,  therefore,  the 

safer  coane  is  to  remit  the  ease  to  another  trial 
18* 
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PLAiRirr  foaglit  vo  wt  nide  tiw  ntttm  micfo  In  an  Mtion  cf  psttition  hj  the  ednndf 
.ifonendaly  appolnt«t  apon  the  groaod  tfHt  tlMjr  had  toproparly  allottod  to  om  of  the  par- 
titioMnalotoe  hndbdow  iu  Tfthxf^  and  Wlow  tiM  prin  plaiotur  ted  ooUfled  than  Iw 
would  pior  for  it.  The  «Tklenoe  lo  anpport  of^plaiotUTa  daln  con«Uccd  aliiiply  la  the  fact 
that  havfaqr  by  •onie  means  obialned  a  knovladge  of  the  deetolon  of  the  eonuateSoiien  before 
they  signed  their  rotnm,  he  had  oflbred  them  IBOOO  mote  for  the  let  ia  qnestiOD  than  the 
value  thoy  laid  plaoed  apon  it. 

BMt  no  gnmad  for  diatttrUnir  (he  rotoni. 

McCuLLY,  J.,  now,  (February  ith,  187S,)  delirered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  9»  follows :— * 

This  wa9  the  case  of  a  rule  nisi  sued  out  by  plaintiff, 
calling  upon  defendants  to  show  cause  why  the  return  made 
in  jan  action  of  partition  by  commiasionerN  duly  appointed 
under  chapter  139,  i2€t;iae<2  £itoftt^tf«,  should  net  be  set  aside 
upon  several  grounds  set  out  in  the  rule.  The  rule  nisi  does 
not  ask  in  the  tenns  of  the  statute,  secticxi  27,  that  **  the  case 
should  be  committed  anew  to  other  commiasioners  to  be 
appointed,"  as  I  think  it  should  have  done,  and  as  probably 
the  plaintiff  if  he  succeeded  intended  should  be  done.  The 
case  was  argued  during  the  extended  Michctdmas  term  by 
Messrs.  Henry,  Q.  C.»  and  Oray,  for  plaintiff,  and  by  Mefi&rs. 
Blanchard,  Q.  C,  and  Ritchie,  Q.  C,  for  defendants. 

The  argument  was  chiefly  conflned  to  the  ground  of 
objection  under  the  third  head,  namely,  that  the  commissioners 
have  improperly  allotted  to  John  E,  Hoskrman  a  lot  of  land 
bdlow  its  value,  and  below  the  price  plaintiff  notified  them  he 
would  pay  for  it.  By  the  19th  section  of  the  chapter  these  com- 
missioners are  required  before  proceeding  to  the  execution  of 
their  duties  to  be  sworn  before  an}' justice  faithfully  and  impar- 
tially to  perform  the  same.  Assuming  that  this  has  been  done, 
as  we  must  assume  at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  unless  the 
Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  owing  to  mistakes  committed, 
or  corruption,  there  has  been  a  miscarriage  gf  justice,  the 
return  of  the  commissioners  ought  not  to  be  set  aside.  Without 
descending  to  particulars,  or  referring  to  the  perhaps  accidental 
manner  in  which  plaintiff  became  acquainted  with  the  views 
and  opinions  of  the  commissioners  before  signing  their  return, 
it  may  suffice  for  the  present  purpose  to  say  that  the  strength 


FEBRUARY,   1873.  179 

of  plaintiflTs  case  consists  in  the  hct  tbat  he  had  signified  to 
the  commissioners  Vefore  they  had  signed  their  retam  tbat 
he  would  be  willing  to  give  more  by  S2000  for  the  portion  of 
land,  No.  4,  valued  by  them  at  S25,000»  and  now  allotted  to 
John  S.  Eoetemian  nnd^r  the  22nd  section  of  the  chapter,' 
than  the  amount  of  value  at  which  it  is  estimated  in  the 
return  made,  which  allots  it  to  him  (Hosterman).      ^ 

After  carefully  reading  over  the  papers  referred  to  in  the 
rule  ntst,  that  is  to  say,  such  of  them  as  bear  upon  the  imme* 
diate  controversy,  the  affidavits  of  plaintiff  and  his  attorney, 
«nd  that  of  the  two  commissioners  in  reply,  it  clearly  appears 
what  it  is  tbat  takes  this  case  out  of  the  general  principle 
that  was  pressed  upon  the  Oourt  by  plaii^tiff  from  his  stand- 
point The  commissionera  at  plaintiff's  instance,  they  say, 
increased  their  valuation  of  No.  4  by  $2000.  No.  4  being  tlie 
homestead  of  John  B.  Hoderman^  the  eldest  son  of  his  father 
the  late  Tkamas  Hod/erman^  defendants  claiming  under  a 
younger  brother,  and  this  No.  4  having  had  erected  upon  it  a 
nul  factory  (driven  by'  a  water  power).  The  case,  I  think, 
fiJls  to  some  extent  within  the  principles  that  obtained 
where  heir-looms  and  like  property  have  been  appraised  for 
sale  under  the  statutes  of  distribution  and  of  wills,  and 
executors  allow  members  of  the  family  to  take. them  at  the 
lowest  valuation,  and  are  protected  accordingly. 

All  the  statute  requires  is,  *'  that  the  party  to  whom  the 
portion  incapable  of  division  may  be  set  off,  and  who  will 
accept  it,  shall  pay  or  secure  to  any  one  or  more  of  the  others 
mich  sums  of  money  as  the  commissioners  shall  award ;"  and 
without  admitting  that  the  valuation  contemplated  is  not 
subject  to  the  revision  of  this  Court,  I  am  nevertheless  of 
opinion  that  a  much  stronger  case  than  that  made  out  would 
be  required. to  induce  a  court  to  set  this  valuation  aside. 
Except  the  unsupported  affidavits  of  plaintiff  and  his  attorney 
of  what  the  former  was  prapared  to  give,  there  is  no  proof 
whatever  that  the  commissioners  have  erred  in  their  estimate 
of  value. 

If  these  commissioners  had  grossly  erred  in  the  estimate 
placed  upon  lot  No.  4,  this  Court  would  have  given  due 
weight  to  the  opinions  and  estimates  of  judicious,  disinterested 
men,  had  their  affidavits  been  procured  by  plaintiff  and  read 
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as  the  grounds  of  hU  rule  niti.  Suppose  that  iostead  of  the 
additional  sum  of  $2000  which  he  Bweara  he  would  have 
given,  he  had  offered  910,000  additional,  was  it  imperative  on 
the  commissioners  to  regard  his  offer  as  the  true  value,  and 
under  oath,  contrary  to  their  individual  convictiwis,  to  put 
this  lot  4  down  at  $35,000  instead  of  $25,000  7  I  think  not. 
If  that  was  the  meaning  of  the  Legislature  it  is  not  so 
expressed.  The  opinion  of  the  Court  is  that  if  the  commis- 
■ioners  have  tendered  this  lot  No.  4  to  Jo^n  B.  Boeierman  at 
a  fair  marketable  valuation,  they  have  compHed  with  the 
requirements  of  the  ntatute  and  discharged  their  duty.  Two 
of  the  commissionen,  Montgomery  and  Nash — Kaye  being 
absent — in  an  affidavit  in  reply  to  plwntiff,  swear  "  that  after 
mature  deliberation  th^y  all  three  eoncarred  in  estimating  the 
value  of  said  lot  4  at  $25,000,  which  they  consider  tbs  full 
value."  Plaintiff*  on  this  point  swears  that  he  wan  and  still  is 
convinced  that  lot  4  is  worth  fully  $27,000,  and  that  he  would 
take  the  other  lots  as  valued,  and  would  give,  and  was  pre- 
pared to  pay  $27,000  for  lot  4,  if  Eosterrnan  refused.  This 
is  the  whole  proof  of  value  offered.  Had  the  statute  pre- 
scribed as  the  mode  of  disposing  of  lands  tinfit  for  division  that 
they  should  bo  allotted  to  the  party  who  would  offer  the 
highest  price,  then  the  rich  man  would  always,  if  so  inclined, 
be  able  to  dispossess  the  poorer  occupant,  no  matter  what  his 
attachments  to  the  ancestral  home,  or  what  the  loss  or  incon- 
venience of  removing  expensive  machinery  in  a  factory,  how- 
ever extensive,  onattacbed  to  the  freehold.  Chapter  16,  Acts 
of  1806,  provides  for  a  sale  is  certain  cases,  but  only  where 
none  of  the  parties  interested  are  willing  to  accept  at  the 
valuation  made,  or  infancy,  absence  or  other  incapacity  defeats 

on  of  chapter  139.  But  if  we  were  to  adopt  plain- 
and  set  this  return  aside  on  the  grounds  set  forth, 

be  virtually  adopting  tlie  provisions  of  a  statute 
never  intended  for  a  case  like  the  present,  as  by 

nifestly  appears.    The  rule  ntai  mart,  therefore,  b« 
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1>mn>Avn  had  dealt  with  H.  It  Co.  for  toa/b  time,  not  knowtag  them  to  be  afeiits  for 
pUntlff,  bat  eonelderinflr  them  u  prlndpale,  the  bllto  rendeind  to  them  by  B.  It  Co. 
being  ftlweye  iu  their  own  name.  HaTlnif  parchaaed  a  quantl^  of  ptalntUTi  goods  from 
H.  Ik  COi  a  bill  was  rendered  to  them  In  H.  k  Co*e  name  bat  lubeeqaently  anotfier  bill  waa 
MDt  in  the  name  ef  plalnftill.  H^&  Co  became  Iniolvent  after  deliveiy  of  the  goodi,  and 
deiendante  did  not  p^  them  tor  them,  as  the;  had  a  contra  aoooant.  On  being  sued  by 
plaintiff  tboy  pleaded  the  oootra  aooount,  and  paid  the  dlflerenee  Into  Court 

The  erkkence  at  the  trial  was  Tory  ^ontnullctoiy  and  oonflicUng,  but  the  Jury  found 
far  defendants. 

B4UL,  that  the  Tenflet  sbould  not  be  disturbed,  and  that  the  payment  into  Court  was  no 
admisBloa  U  defendantif  llabliity  bsyond  Ihe  aaoant  paid  in. 

McCoLLY,  J.,  now,  (February  4th,  18730  delivered  juJg- 
ment  of  the  Court  as  follows : — 

This  cause  was  tried  before  His  Lordship  the  Chief  Justice* 
April  Sittings,  1872,  and  a  verdict  passed  thereon  for  defend- 
ants. A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  taken  out  under  the 
statute  and  argued  on  the  26th  December. 

McDonald,  Q.  {7.,  for  plaintiff 

Blanckard^  Q.  C.  and  Lynch  for  defendants. 

The  rule  was  taken  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was 
against  law  and  evidence. 

Not  being  aware  that  this  rule  nisi  had  been  sued  out.  His 
Lordship  did  not  report  his  charge.  But  as  no  exception  was 
taken  to  it,  I  think  the  Court  must  now  assume  that  the  law 
applicable  to  the  facts  as  disclosed  by  the  minutes  was  cor- 
rectly explained  to  the  jury,  and  the  presiding  Judge  having 
refused  a  rule  nisi  to  set  the  verdict  aside,  he  of  course  was 
not  dissatisfied  with  the  verdict  as  delivered. 

The  action  was  brought  by  plaintiff  to  recover  the  value 
of  a  number  of  casks  of  ale  and  porter  purchased  by  defend- 
ants and  delivered  by  the  firm  of  Hare  Jk  Co,  Plaintifis 
resided  in  Glasgow ;  defendants  in  this  city,  as  did  also  Hare 
4t;Co. 

The  plaintiff's  witnesses, — TTm.  Hare  and  a  Mr.  Johnston, 
his  clerk,  testified  to  a  state  of  facts  which,  undenied  or 
unqualified,  made  a  complete  case  and  one  that  would  have 
entitled  plaintiff'  to  recover  the  amount  claimed  beyond  all 
room  for  controversey.  The  substance  of  it  was  that  Hare  &  Co, 
were  mere  commission  merchants^  a  fact  alleged  to  be  generally 
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known ;  that  Bare  became  embarraBsed  in  bU  bnnnesa  before 
the  delivery  of  the  goods,  some  two  or  three  weeks* — H<vr0 
admits  at  least  six.  I  think  the  bill  for  the  goods  had  been 
rendered  in  their  (Hare  is  (kfs)  name  and  another  subse- 
quently substituted. 

But  opposed  to  this  the  testimony  on  the  part  of  defendants 
was  contradictory  and  utterly  inconsi^nL  The  first  words 
of  C.  Anderson^  one  of  the  defendants,  are :  "  We  have 
always«dealt  with  HareJk  Co.  as  principals;  never  knew  they 
were  dealing  as  agents ;  had  no  knowledge  they  were  selling^ 
as  such ;  bilb  always  in  their  own  names,  &e.  Other  wit- 
nesses on  the  part  of  defendants  spoke  as  to  the  original  bill 
being  in  Hare  A  Co!b  name,  testified  that  he  sent  for  it,  and 
subsequently  rendered  another  bill  in  plaintifTs  name.  The 
evidence  was  contradictory  and  conflicting  in  almost  every 
impoitant  feature  of  it,  except  as  to  the  value  erf  the  goods 
and  their  delivery.  But  the  jury  having  passed  «p<m  the 
facts  as  found  for  defendants,  if  the  issues  submitted  were 
adapted  to  try  the  merits  of  the  cause,  it  would  be  difficult 
now  for  this  Court  to  interfere  and  set  aside  a  veitlict  under 
such  circumstances. 

The  defendants*  pleas  were,  never  indebted,  an  outstanding- 
note  of  Bare  Jk  Co,  made  to  them,  overdue  and  dishonored^ 
amounting  to  8  ,  and  a  plea  of  payment  into  Ootaci  of  $58, 
which  together  would  be  a  full  dischaige  and  answer,  if 
Hare  A  Co.  were  principals  and  not  agents.  Hare  S  Cix  were 
not  in  reality  principalA»  as  appears  now»  whatever  they  may 
have  held  themselves  out  to  be,  and  whatever  defendant 
may  have  supposed  in  consequence  of  the  present  or  previous 
transactions  they  were.  Upon  this  state  of  facts  plaintiflTs 
counsel  contended  that  it  was  now  open  to  him  to  raise  the 
question  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  law.  And  he 
reUed  upon  the  pa^nnent  of  money  into  Court  as  an  admission 
of  the  contract  as  set  out  in  plaintiflTs  writ,  and  if  so,  the  note 
of  Hare  A  Oo.t  he  contended,  could  neither  be  a  set  off,  nor  a 
defence  under  defendants*  plea.  Defendants'  pleas  in  bail 
contained  the  usual  resei^ation,  vix,  except  as  to  $58,  &c.» 
and  then  folkmed  the  statmteiy  plea.  JBuUsn  <fr  XeoJbs,  6G6,  and 
D«^s  (7.  L.P^  73,  were  died ;  iiao  Story  on  Agency,  506,  and 
7  a  A^  687.    But  the  text  of  tUseaae  in  no  way  assists  him. 
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Fisher,  7779,  gives  the  subBtance  of  it  thus :  "  If  a  buyer  pur- 
chases goods  of  a  factor  with  the  knowledge  that  he  sells  as 
factor  and  not  as  principal,  the  buyer  cannot  set  off  a  debt 
due  to  him  from  the  factor  in  an  action  for  the  price  of  the 
goods.*"  But  the  jury  have  settled  the  facts  the  other  way,  if 
His  Lordship  directed  them  right,  as  we  must  assume  he  did. 

As  regards  the  effect  of  payment  of  money  into  Court,  in 
Taylor  an  Evidence,  761,  it  is  laid  down,  and  the  cases  cited, 
that  if  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  any  damage  or  debt 
beyond  the  sum  paid  into  Court,  he  must  prove  not  only  that 
a  larger  sum  was  due,  but  also  the  existence  of  the  contract 
on  which  he  relies,,  as  well  as  his  separate  right  to  sue  on  that 
contract.  And  see  Charles  v.  Brariker;  11  M.  &  W.,  743,  that 
the  joint  payment  of  money  into  Court  by  two  defendants 
under  the  indebtedness  counts  is  no  acknowledgment  of  their 
co-partnership  as  alleged  in  a  special  count  Now  SUn^f 
in  his  work  on  Agency,  edition  of  1869,  by  Redjieldt 
aec.  420,  lays  down  the  doctrine  applicable  to  this  class  of 
cases  thus :  "  If  the  agent  is  the  only  known  or  suppose 
principal,  the  persons  dealing  with  him  will  be  entitled  to 
the  same  right  of  set  off  as  if  the  agent  were  the  true  and 
only  principal."  Adding,  "  but  subject  to  these  rights  and 
those  of  the  agent  himself,  the  principal  may  generally  sue 
upon  such  a  contract  in  the  ^ame  manner  as  if  he  had  per- 
sonally  made  it"  In  the  next  section  he  says :  *'  This  doc- 
trine is  of  high  antiquity  in  the  common  law,  and  it  is  so 
consotiant  to  natural  and  reciprocal  justice  that*  it  probably 
bad  its  foundation  in  the  earliest  rudiments  thereof."  The 
cases  cited  in  support  (and  they  are  legion)  are  all,  or  nearly 
air,  English,  comprehending  all  those  cited  on  the  argument 
by  defendants'  counsel,  and  many  more. 

Assuming  this  to  be  the  law  (and  who  can  doubt  it  ?)  after 
such  a  finding  by  a  jury  properly  directed,  there  is  no  ixx)m 
for  doubt,  no  fulcrum  on  which  to  rest  a  lever  to  disturb  the 
cerdicL^  The  plaintiff^s  rule  must  be  discharged  with  costs. 
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PLAiBTipr,  a  puMDger  from  HaUIax  to  Portland  by  one  off  defendant  Oo.'k  ateanMrii  eaed 
for  the  nine  of  her  trunk  wKicb  she  alleged  had  been  placed  In  the  hands  of  the  Co.'k  eerraots 
and  a  dieek  giren  her  therefor.  Defendanta  denied  reoeipt  of  the  trunk,  and  gare  evidence 
that  plalntur  had  reoelTed  the  check  not  from  them,  but  from  the  cabman  who  had  urtTcn  her 
te  the  wharf.  At  the  trial  the  learned  Judfe  was  inclined  to  grant  a  motion  for  a  non-eult» 
but  consented  to  hear  defendant's  evidence,  and  take  a  verdict  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 
Court,  whereupon  a  verdict  was  rendered  by  consent  for  plaintiff  for  the  full  amount  ^f^mtil. 
The  question  wss  purely  one  of  Ihct,  the  only  point  of  law  involved  being  as  to  whether  the 
plaintiff  ought  net  to  have  been  non-suited. 

Heldt  that  there  shonhi  be  a  new  trial,  as  the  esse  was  one  for  a  Jury  only,  and  not  for 
the  Oonrt  to  decide. 

McCuLLT,  J.,  now,  (February  4th»  1873,  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows: — 

This  was  an  action  tried  before  his  lordship  Mr.  Justice 
Ritchie,  May  sittings,  1872.  It  was  an  action  brought  by 
plaintiff  to  recover  from  defendants  the  value  of  a  trunk  and 
contents  valued  at  S400  alleged  by  plaintiff  to  have  been  put 
on  board  defendants'  steamboat  at  Portland,  Maine,  U.  S.,  to 
be  conveyed  as  part  of  her  travelling  luggage,  she*  being  a 
passenger  at  the  same  time  on  board,  on  a  trip  from  Porttand 
to  Halifax.  There  was  not  much  if  any  conflict  or  discrep- 
ancy in  the  testimony  between  the  witnesses  examined  on  the 
part  of  plaintiff  and  defendants  respectively.  At  the  close  of 
plaintiff^s  case  defendants'  counsel  at  the  trial  moved  for  a 
nonsuit.  The  learned  Judge  reports  that  he  ''  thought  the 
evidence  insufficient  to  render  defendants  liable  for  the  loss 
of  the  trunk,  but  consents  to  hear  the  evidence  of  defendants, 
and  take  a  verdict  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  The 
defendants'  evidence  consisted  of  depositions  and  examinations 
de  be^ie  esse,  reduced  to  writing,  whereupon  a  verdict  for* 
plaintiff  was  rendered  by  consent  for  $400,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Coui*t,  to  be  entered  for.  defendant  if  the  Court* 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  under 
the  evidence  to  recover.** 

McDonald,  Q.  C,  for  plaintiff,  and  Blanchard,  Q.  C,  and 
N.  Ritchiej  for  defendants. 

In  Brookbank  v.  Anderson,  7  Sc  N.  R.,  813,  (see  Fieher, 
6947,)  it  is  laid  down  tho^t  the  Court  will  not  in  general  take 
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upon  themselves  the  ofRce  of  a  jury  in  deciding  a  special  case 
submitted  to  them  by  agreement  of  the  parties,  when  the 
principal  questions  are  questions  of  fact,  to  be  decided  upon 
the  conflicting  testimony  of  witnesses  whose  credit  is  made  a 
matter  of  question.  And  in  Whitnwi^e  v.  Claridge^  8  Jur.  N.  S., 
1059, 10  W.  R.,  1057.  Q.  B.,  (Fish.  D..  6947,)  where  am«t  prius 
power  is  reserved  to  the  Court  to  draw  inferences  of  fact,  they 
may  nevertheless  decline  to  pronounce  upon  a  question  of 
fraud.  Evgstrow  v.  Brightman,  5  C.  B.,  419.  The  Court 
refused  to  allow  a  special  case  stated  under  STfm.  /K.chap,  42, 
sec.  25,  to  be  argued,  where  the  Court  vras  to  draw  inferences 
from  the  facts  stated  as  a  jury  might,  and  liberty  was  reserved 
to  either  party  to  turn  it  into  a  special  verdict  See  also  upon 
the  same  point  on  a  special  case  stated  under  the  above 
statute,  Aldridge  v.  Greed  Western  Railway  Co.,  4  Sc,  N.  R., 
156, 1  D.  N.  S.,  247,  3  M.  &  G.,  515.  Held  in  this  case,  that 
there  was  evidence  for  the  decision  of  a  juiy  with  regard  to 
the  negligence  of  the  Company,  and  that  upon  the  facts  stated 
the  Company  was  not  entitled  to  a  nonsuit,  and  that  the  case, 
therefore,  was  improperly  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
under  the  statute. 

Our  Proviucial  statute,  chap.  134,  Practice  Acty  sees.  51, 
52  and  53,  provides  for  trials  of  causes  after  wnits  issued  by 
leave  of  a  Judge  in  this  Court  without  pleadings,  and  also 
that  questions  of  law,  after  writs  iasued,  may  be  stated  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  without  pleading.  This  seems  to  be 
a  consolidation  of  the  statute  of  Win.  /K,  though  not  exactly 
a  tmnscript.  By  sec  251,  chap.  134,  Practice  Act,  a  case 
entered  into  by  real  parties,  plaintiff  and  defendants,  and 
signed  by  counsel,  may  be  filed^  entered  and  argued  without  a 
writ,  and  judgment  and  execution  follow.  The  15  &  16  Vio., 
chap.  76,  seems  to  have  been  the  basis  of  our  enactment  on 
this  point,  but  they  materially' differ  in  several  respects. 

The  course  adopted  by  the  learned  Judge  at  the  trial  by 
the  consent  of  parties,  may  not  be  without  precedent  both 
here  and  in  Emgland,  and  warranted  by  the  practice  of  the 
Courts,  but  there  has  been  a  pretty  strong  disposition  mani- 
fested by  the  Supreme  Court  of  thia  Province  at  vaiious  times, 
to  prefer  that  juries  empannelled  and  sworn  should  be  required 
to  discharge  the  functions  imposed  upon  them  of  passing  upon 
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all  questions  of  disputed  fact  and  drawing  proper  inferences 
therefrom. 

In  the  present  case,  the  only  question  of  law  involved  that 
I  have  been  able  to  discover  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  ought 
or  ought  not  to  have  been  nonsuited, — whether  there  was  or 
was  not  any  evidence  for  the  consideration  of  a  ju^3^  Accord- 
ing to  her  own  testimony  she  had  come  from  Bangor  to 
Portland,  and  took  a  cab  to  the  defendants'  steamer,  the 
Carlotta,  having  one  large  trunk,  two  other  persons  being 
in  the  cab  with  her  whom  she  did  not  know,  her  trunk  being 
marked  with  her  name  and  address  to  Halifax,  N,  S.  The 
cab»  sbe  says,  drove  close  to  the  steamer.  She  did  not  see 
whether  they  (the  other  passengers)  had  trunks  in  the  cab. 
Th«re  was  other  baggage  about  the  steamer.  She  says,  "  I 
asked  the  cabman  if  he  would  take  my  trunk  on  board.  He 
said  '  no,  they  would  take  it  on  board  themselves,* "  (meaning 
the  people  of  the  ship).  Her  name  was  in  three  places  on  the 
trunk  on  cards.  Then  she  says,  "  I  saw  the  cabman  place  my 
trunk  with  the  other  baggage  on  the  wharf.  It  was  then  I 
asked  him  to  take  it  on  board  ;  the  people  on  board  the  boat 
were  then  taking  baggage  on  board.  It  was  raining.  I  went 
immediately  on  board  after  seeing  my  baggage  with  the  other 
bastfage.  T  went  down  to  the  cabin  and  found  the  stewardess. 
»  •  •  ,  I  asked  if  she  would  pay  my  passage  and  get  my  check. 
She  brought  my  passage  ticket  and  a  check  for  my  trunk.  I 
gave  no  directions  about  my  trunk.  Did  not  see  the  trunk 
after  I  saw  it  on  the  wharf."  In  her  cross-examination  she 
says,  "  The  wharf  and  dock  at  Portland  were  large,  open,  and 
uncovered.  I  found  a  similar  trunk  with  a  check  corres- 
ponding with  my  check.  It  was  not  mine;  I  would  not 
receive  it."  (This  was  at  Halifax  of  course.)  "  I  noticed  a 
man  who  took  charge  of  the  baggage,  and  I  saw  him  putting 
on  checks  on  the  wharf.  He  was  the  baggage-master.  The 
other  passengers  in  the  cab  did  not  come  in  the  Carlotta  (the 
steamer).  They  went  in  some  other  direction.  I  entirely 
trusted  to  the  stewardess  to  see  my  trunk  checked.*' 

This  was  really  the  plaintiffs  case.  And  although  the 
witne&ses  for  defendants  not  any  of  them  perhaps  contradict 
the  plaintiff,  they  supply  much  of  what  she  seems  to  have 
omitted,  giving  quite  another  gloss  to  the  transaction.    For 
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instanee;  the  stewardess  swears  that  when  plaiotiff  came 
into  the  cabin,  after  asking  her  if  she  was  stewardess,  and 
some  conversation  about  a  previous  trip  she  made,  Martha 
Stevens  says :  "  I  remember  plaintiff  coming  into  the  cabin» 
&c. ;  she  said,  the  coachman  will  hand  you  the  check  for  my 
trunk.  The  coachman  handed  the  cheek  to  me,  and  I  gave 
the  check  to  plaintifi.  I  was  not  on  the  wharf,  did  not  see 
the  trunk."  Again,  •'  I  asked  her  in  the  cabin  whether  she 
knew  the  coachman,  and  she  replied  '  \%  was  all  right.' "  She 
proceeds :  "  All  I  know  about  the  matter  is,  that  I  took  the 
check  from  the  coachman  and  handed  it  to  the  lady.  He 
told  me  it  was  the  check  of  the  plaintifi's  trunk,  and  I  handed 
it  to  her."  In  her  cross-examination  it  appears  that  the 
coachman  was  in  the  cabin,  but  says :  "  Plaintiff  came  down 
before  the  coachman.  She  was  in  her  state-room  when  the 
coachman  came  down,  &c.  I  was  not  in  the  habit  of  taking 
checks  from  coachmen  ;  the  usual  course  was  for  the  baggage- 
master  to  hand  me  the  checks,  which  I  delivered  to  the  ladies* 
The  coachman  could  not  get  this  check  from  any  one  but  the 
baggage-master."  And  if  this  witness  is  to  be  believed,  she 
had  previously  sworn, "  the  plaintiff  told  her  to  get  the  check 
from  the  coachman."  FatTell,  the  baggage- master's  testimony 
is  to  the  effect  that  he  heard  plaintiff  tell  the  coachman  to 
get  her  trunk  checked,  and  that  he  checked  the  trunk  brought 
by  him  as  hers,  and  when  so  checked  handed  the  counterpart 
of  the  check  to  the  coachman  as  she  directed,  to  be  taken  to 
her  on  board. 

After  a  careful  examination  and  consideration  of  the  case 
and  the  evidence,  I  am  by  no  means  sure  that  the  learned 
Judge  was  not  quite  right  in  directing  a  nonsuit.  Still  there 
are  inferences  that  a  jury  might  possibly  draw  favorable  to 
plaintiff's  interests,  if  they  could  arrive  at  the  conclusion 
that  the  trunk  she  saw  taken  off  the  back  or  coach  was 
hers,  and  that  she  saw  it  actually  deposited  among  the  other 
baggage,  and  yet  how  thiat  could  be,  in  the  teeth  of  the  testi- 
mony of  defendants'  witnesses,  I  am  utterly  at  a  loss  to 
conjecture. 

I  do  not  think  it  desirable  that  the  Court  should  have  the 
functions  of  a  jury  super-added  to  their  own,  unless  in  some 
very  spedal  and  exlseptional  class  of  cases.    Even  in  what  is 
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called  the  summaiy  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  over  small  sums 
and  petty  trespasses,  not  infrequently  the  presiding  Judge 
sends  them  to  a  Jury,  and  in  this  case,  after  bestowing*  the 
best  consideration  upon  it  in  my  power,  I  think  it  better  to 
remit  it  back,  that  a  jurj'  may  pass  upon  the  facts  as  they 
may  be  presented  upon  a  new  trial.  If  plaintiff  can  satisfy 
an  impartial  jury  that  her  trunk  ever  came  into  the  possession 
of  the  defendants,  their  porter  or  baggage-master, — the  same 
officer  here, — they  are  clearly  liable,  and  the  onus  probaTuli 
as  in  other  cases  is  upon  her.  The  costs  of  the  argument  to 
abide  the  result  of  the  suit. 
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PLADrmv  and  tlie  two  dafendanta,  M.  and  H.,  irera  attaodli^  Mnriee  tn  a  divry^  of  which 
pfadntiff  and  M.  were  p«w-hoIden  And  IL  the  chorchwaiden.  IL,  eoaeelTloK  thai  plalntifl  had 
firen  him  eauae  of  offeooe  and  waa  Intarferiinr  with  hia  family,  cam*  to  the  door  of  plalntlfl*a 
paw  and.  imlaing  hia  denchad  hand  aa  thooyh  to  alrilw  plaintiff,  oidand  him  out  of  tho  ehuidi, 
at  tho  aamatioM  applying  to  him  opprobrioua  epiflieta.  Plaioiiff  iiifUKd  to  fo  oot  ontil  tho 
aerrloe  waa  over,  whevenpoo  defendant  H.  appiwched  and  alao  orderad  plaintiff  to  fO  out, 
oaying  that  if  ho  dU  not  lie  would  hare  him  ozpalled.  Plaintiff  thereupon  wiriiing,  aa  ho 
altaged,  to  aToid  a  diatmhanoe  in  (ho  choreh,  went  oat.  Koitbor  of  tin  delendanta  had  any 
perwoal  eontact  with  tho  phdntlff  or  made  any  other  ahow  of  foma  than  aa  already  deecffbed. 

Plaintiff  Boedlfor  damaffea  for  an  aaeaolt^  and  for  wroostnl  Intoiferanoa  with  hia  iflghta  aa 
npen-holder  in  tho  chnreh. 

The  JniyfMmdaeierdict  ac»ii»t  M.  only  and  aeqoltted  H.,  aad  IL  noted  to  aat  the 
vardictarido. 

BtUf,  Wiuon,  J.,  4imemtiBiae,  that  M.  had  been  guilty  both  of  a  ■«  dialuhaiiee  la  tho 
drarch  "  and  of  aa  awenit,  and  that  the  \-enUct  ahoold  aland. 

McCoLLY,  J^  now,  (February  4th,  1873 J  deliyered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows: — 

This  case  was  tried  before  his  lordship  Mr.  Justice  WiUein8 
at  the  April  sittings  in  1872,  when  a  verdict  passed  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff  for  S25  against  Merkd^  and  acquitted  Harrington^ 
the  co-defendant  The  first  count  of  plaintiff*s  writ  chaiged 
defendants  with  an  assault  and  battery  and  false  imprison- 
ment  The  second  count  was  for  aid  assault  and  battery  and 
expelling  him  from  St  George's  Church  in  the  City  of 
Halifax.  The  third  count  alleged  possession  in  plaintiff  of  a 
pew  in  the  parish  church  of  SL  George,  &&,  and  defendants 
disturbed  him  in  the  enjoyment  of  his  rights  bj  wrongfully 
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entering  during  divine  service  and  expelling  him,  &e.,  and 
hindered  and  prevented  him  from  using  his  pew  in  as  ample  a 
manner  as  he  had  a  right  to  do,  and  for  these  offences  plaintiff 
claimed  damages.  The  defendants  severed  in  their  pleadings; 
Merhd  pleaded  a  single  plea  of  denial  of  the  charges.  Har^ 
fin^rfon  pleaded  several  pleas :  1st,  Not  guilty  of  the  whole 
declaration  >  2nd,  Denial  of  the  assault  and  imprisonment 
charged ;  3rd,  Denial  as  in  the  third  ;  4th  plea  is  to  the  third 
count,  and  a  denial  of  the  disturbance,  &c. ;  5th  plea  is  that 
he  was  a  churchwarden,  &g.,  and  defendant  behaved  in  a 
disorderly,  indecent  and  unl^coming  manner  during  divine 
service;  and  then  justified  by  saj'ing  that  he  requested 
plaintiff  to  leave  the  church,  which  he  did,  qvAie  SMut  eadem^ 
kc. 

The  foregoing  are  the  issues  and  the  finding  upon  which  a 
rule  nidi  was  granted  by  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the 
cause,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the 
verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  as  against  law  and  evidencOt 
Mr.  Blanckard,  Q.  C,  was  now  heard  in  support  of  the  rule ; 
Mr,  Coomhes  and  Mr.  Henry,  Q.  C,  showed  cause. 

The  plaintiff^s  case  was  sustained  by  his  own  testimony, 
that  of  iV'.  W.DeWoLf  and  E.  Cutlip;  defendants  called  no 
witnesses.  The  evidence  shortly  set  forth  was  that  on  a 
certain  Sunday  during  divine  service,  defendant  Merhd  rose 
np  from  his  seat  (which  was  nearly  in  a  line  drawn  from 
plaintiff's  pew  and  the  pulpit)  on  the  opposite  side  of  an  usle 
and  some  nine  feet  distant,  and  crossed  the  aisle  and  came 
towards  plaintiff  and  raised  his  clenched  hand,  as  if 
to  strike  plaintiff,  being  then  but  two  feet  distant.  So 
the  plaintiff  testified.  That  he  then  said,  addressing  plaintiff, 
"  you  old  rascal  you  are  interfering  with  my  family,"  &c.  "  I 
(plaintiff)  said  I  didn't  interfere  with  you  or  your  family. 
He  said  you  shall  go  out  of  that.  I  replied  I  will  go  out 
when  the  service  shall  be  over.  He  said  you  shall  go  out. 
Defendant  Harrington  and  his  son  came  out  to  defendant 
and  said  you  must  go  out  They  were  then  about  three  feet 
from  me.  Han*mgton  said,  if  you  don't  go  out  I'll  get  the 
churchwarden  to  interfere  and  put  you  out  I  then  went  out 
quietlyi  because  I  did  not  want  to  make  a  disturbance  in  the 
diurch*    I  thought  they  might  have  seized  me  and  I  should 
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liave  had  to  knock  them  down.  The  crotta-examination  and 
the  teetifDony  of  the  other  witnesses  did  not  materially  vary 
the  statement  of  plaintiff.  They  seem  confiimatory  of  it, 
with  such  slight  variations  as  usually  occur  where  witnesses 
speak  and  describe  a  scene  from  difitsrent  standpoints.  DeWolf 
says :  "  Merkd  shook  his  hand  in  plaintiff's  face  near  enough 
to  strike  him,  and  said  you  old  liiir  you  must  go  out  now. 
Plaintiff  was  compelled  to  go  out  by  the  two  defendants."  In 
his  cross-examination  he  says  :  *'  When  Merkel  shook  his  fist 
one  fist  was  uplifted,**  &c.  Cutlip  says :  "  I  saw  him  (Merkel) 
leave  his  pew,  come  across  the  aisle,  &c.  I  saw  him  shake 
his  fist  at  plaintiff  and  heard  him  say,  'you  old  rascal,'"  &c. 
This,  he  remarks  in  his  cross-examination,  **  was  after  the 
service  had  proceeded  five  or  ten  minutes."  This  witness 
proved  that  Hai^dngton  was  a  churchwarden,  and  adds :  **  I 
did  not  see  any  violence  on  the  part  of  HarvingUm.  The 
general  service  was  not  interrupted,"  he  says,  adding,  "  the 
congregation  was  not  disturbed.  He  had  stated  a  little  before 
that  Harrington  the  churchwarden  came  out  of  the  pew 
which  he  left  on  seeing  what  I  have  described  between 
Merkd  and  plaintiff."  This  descnption  did  not  materially 
vary  from  plaintiff's. 

Under  such  circumstances  there  can,  I  apprehend,  be  no 
room  for  doubt  but  that  an  assault  was  sufficiently  pn:ven  to 
justify  a  verdict  in  favour  of  plaintiff  as  against  the  defendant 
Merkel  \  and  although  I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to 
transcribe  the  whole  of  the  testimony  by  which  it  was  sought 
to  implicate  Hai^rington,  it  is  equally  clear  to  me  that  there 
was  little,  if  any  evidence,  to  warrant  a  verdict  against  him 
for  a  joint  assault. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff^s  case,  defendants'  counsel 
called  upon  plaintiff  to  elect  against  which  of  the  defendants 
he  would  proceed  (on  the  ground  of  there .  being  no  evidence 
of  a  joint  trespass),  which  plaintiff's  counsel  declined  to  do, 
although  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  at  the  time 
thought  he  should  have  done  so,  as  he  reports  his  opinion,  by 
Lis  minutes. 

This  objection  was  raised  and  renewed  by  MerkeFs  counsel 
on  the  argument  He  contended  that  if  Barringtan  had 
been  aoquittedi  as  he  should  have  been  had  JfsrM  ehosen  to 
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have  called  him  as  a  witness,  all  objection,  even  as  regarded 
his  credibility  would  have  been  removed.  He  cited  Addison 
<m  Torts,  940 ;  Boscoe'a  Dig,,  799 ;  2  M.  d;  BoK  509,  and 
4  Exch.,  444. 

The  ca«e  of  2  M.  &  R.,  509,  Howard  v.  Newton,  relied 
npon  and  cited  both  in  Roacoe  and  in  Addison,  is  to  this 
effect,  and  quoted  by  Roscoe  thus :  "  Where  the  plaintiff 
proves  duitinct,  and  unconnected  trespasaes  by  different 
defendants  he  will  be  made  to  elect  on  which  he  will  proceed 
before  defendant  opens  his  case."  But  this  does  not  apply, 
because  the  whole  transaction  was  one  and  single,  and  in  the 
language  of  the  witness  DeWolf,  "  in  about  five  minutes  all 
happened."  The  trespass,  if  an3%  was  continuous  and  indivis- 
ible, defendant  Harrington  coming  upon  the  other  after  the 
noise  began.  Commenting  upon  this  same  case  Addison  says, 
above :  '*  When  the  plaintiffs  evidence  discloses  no  joint 
trespass  committed  by  all  the  defendants,  but  only  separate 
trespasses  by  each,  the  plaintiff  may  be  put  to  his  election 
against  which  of  the  several  defendants  he  will  proceed." 
Now  in  this  casQ,  plaintiffs  charge  in  the  third  count  is 
against  both  defendants  for  an  assault  and  disturbance  of  his 
pew  rights.  There  is  no  evidence  of  an  actual  assault  by 
Harrington,  and  although  he  said  to  plaintiff,  "  you  must  go 
out,  if  you  don't  FU  find  some  authority  to  put  you  out,"  the 
witness  adding,  "  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  go  out  by  the  two 
defendants,"  (see  line  135  of  the  minutes,  DeWolf s  evidence,) 
the  jury,  nevertheless,  have  acquitted  Harrington  of  all  com- 
plicity as  regards  both  branches  of  the  case,  viz.,  the  assault 
and  the  disturbance,  yet  I  am  by  no  means  prepared  to  say 
that  there  was  no  evidence  whatever  for  the  consideration  of 
the  jun% — the  whole  as  already  remarked  being  but  one 
transaction, — and  if  there  was  any,  the  slightest,  to  implicate 
HarHngton  in  the  charge  of  the  assault  and  disturbance,  it 
was  clearly  the  province  of  the  jury  to  pass  upon  it; — he 
sided  with  Merkel,  so  far  as  to  order  him  out  of  the  pew  and 
out  of  church. 

As  to  what  constitutes  a  disturbance,  see  Finch,  187 ; 
3  Black.  Com.,  235  ;  Com.  Dig.  Ac.  on  the  Case,  plea  3 — 1,  6. 
The  legal  definition  is,  "  a  wrong  done  to  an  incorporeal 
hereditament  by  hindering  or  disquieting  the  owner  in  the 
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enjoyment  of  it."  And  the  remedy  is  by  action  on  the  case, 
or  in  some  instances  in  equity  by  injunction.  Bouviers  Lav. 
Die,  "Disturbance."  Can  it  be  contended  that  there  was  no 
evidence  whatever  to  implicate  both  defendants  in  the  offence 
of  "  a  disturbance  "  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  rightful  occupation 
of  a  pew  in  the  parish  church  of  St  George  f  It  is  no  matter 
by  what  tenure  he  held  this  pew.  Seats  and  pews  in  churches 
(in  England)  says  Roscoe,  p.  709,  built  after  1818,  are  let  and 
assigned  under  various  statutes,  so  that  the  ancient  doctrine 
of  "  prescription  or  faculty,"  and  the  right  being  "  an  easement 
to  a  messuage  or  dwelling-house  annexed,"  &c.,  has  no  appli- 
cation here.  In  this  case  plaintiff's  right  to  occupy  the  pew 
in  question  is  not  in  controversy,  and  according  to  his  own 
testimony  and  that  of  his  witnesses,  nothing  (it  seems  to  me) 
appeai*s  authorizing  a  churchwarden  or  any  one  else,  even 
temporarily  to  disturb  him  or. to  deprive  him  of  the  use  of  it 
for  any,  the  shortest  period  of  time.  Assuming  the  testimony 
of  the  witnesses  to  be  true,  and  that  there  was  no  provocation 
other  than  what  is  reported  in  the  minutes  of  the  learned 
Judge,  and  I  must  so  assume,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  church- 
warden had  occasion  for  ordering  Merkd  out  of  church,  and 
had  the  jury  upon  the  evidence  found  both  defendants  guilty 
on  the  third  count  only,  I  do  not  very  well  see  how  such  a 
verdict  could  have  been  disturbed. 

On  the  part  of  plaintiff,  it  was  contended  that  one  defend- 
ant in  a  case  like  the  present  could  not  move  to  set  aside  a 
verdict  such  as  this,  and  several  authorities  were  cited  for 
this  position.  Tidd'a  Pi\  910  ;  13  Mee,  <fc  TT.,  811 ;  13  C.  B., 
848  ;  4  a  J8.,  N.  &,  267,  and  4  Bing,,  N.  S,  215.  In  the  view 
I  take  of  this  case,  it  is  not  necessary  to  arrive  at  any  decision 
upon  that  point — ^but  if  it  were,  there  is,  I  apprehend,  little 
room  for  doubt  that  it  was  perfectly  competent  for  Merkd  to 
sue  out  such  a  rule,  and  to  urge  this  application  without 
reference  to  his  co-defendant  See  Price  v. '  Harris,  10 
Bing.,  332. 

In  closing  his  argument,  Mr.  Blanchard  drew  attention  to 
the  verdict  as  rendered,  which  was  as  well  for  the  disturbance 
as  for  the  assault  And  he  contended,  and  attempted  to  make 
it  appear,  that  there  was  no  evidence  for  such  a  finding 
against  Merkd.    But  so  far  as  the  "  disturbance  "  extended* 
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if  there  were  any,  it  was  the  act  of  Harrington  the  church- 
warden and  not  that  of  MerkeL  But  surely  if  Merkd  with  a 
clenched  fist,  within  striking  distance,  and  in  a  threatening 
attitude,  ordered  plaintiff  out  of  hia  pew  during  divine  service, 
and  in  such  a  way,  in  an  audible  voice,  as  that  the  congrega- 
tion or  a  portion  of  it  heard  him,  and  the  churchwarden  came 
forward,  as  he  contended,  to  allay  the  strife, — ordering  plaintiff 
out  of  his  pew  and.  out  of  the  church, — this  was  a  "  disturb- 
ance "  in  the  language  and  eye  of  the  law,  as  well  as  an  assault 
on  MerheVs  part,  though  he  did  not  lay  his  hands  upon  the 
plaintiff,  nor  forcibly  expel  him  from  the  church,  plaintiff 
retiring  of  his  own  accord  for  the  reasqns  he  assigns. 

I  think  the  verdict  should  stand,  and  that  MerkeVs  rule 
nisi  must  be  discharged. 

WiLKiNS,  J.,  dissentiente — After  a  careful  consideration  of 
the  authorities  my  mind  has  reached  a  conclusion  that  in 
this  case  Merkd  did  not  commit  an  assault.  In  order  to 
consider  the  question  I  shall  state  the  facts,  promising 
that  they  exclude  the  idea  of  concerted  action  towards 
the  plaintiff  of  the  two  defendants,  the  movements  and 
conduct  of  them  relatively  to  each  other  and  to  the 
plaintiff  having  been  distinct,  independent  and  consecutive. 
Hamngton  was  a  warden  charged  with  keeping  order 
in  the  church ;  Merkd  was  an  attending  member  of  the 
congregation.  Merkel  left  his  pew  from  real  or  fancied 
offence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  ffarrington  left  his  pew 
to  prevent  threatened  disorder.  Cutlip,  a  witness  who 
details  the  occurrences  in  their  order,  proved  that  after 
Merkd  shook  his  fist  against  the  plaintiff,  when  near  enough 
to  strike  him,  using  offensive  words  but  not  threatening 
violence,  he,  without  having  touched  the  person  of  the  plain- 
tiff, withdrew  himself  from  the  plaintiff's  pew,  and,  without 
the  slightest  act  of  violence,  returned  to  his  own  pew.  Cutlip 
further  shows  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  leave  his  pew  until 
after  both  the  defendants  had  resumed  their  seats.  His 
words  are :  **  Plaintiff  didn't  move  on  hearing  from  Har- 
Hngtan "  (who  came  to  the  plaintiff's  pew  after  Merkd  had 
reached  it)  "  you  had  better  go  out"  Again, "  when  Harrington 
got  to  plaintiff^s  pew  Merkd  was  on  his  return  to  his  seat" 
IS* 
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Again,  "  Harrington  had  returned  to  the  warden's  pew  before 
the  plaintiff  went  out"  Thus  a  supposition  of  plaintiff  having 
quitted  his  pew  to  avert  or  avoid  battery  threatened  by 
Merkd  is  excluded  from  the  case.  In  view,  then,  of  any 
definition  of  an  assault  which  I  have  found  in  text  writer  or 
case,  an  assault  cannot  be  predicated  of  MerkeVa  acts  as  con- 
nected with  his  words.  As  to  the  influence  that  moved 
plaintiff  to  quit  his  pew  that  is  settled  by  himself.  After 
stating  that  Hai*rington  had  said  to  him  "  if  you  don't  go  out 
I'll  get  the  churchwarden  "  (meaning  no  doubt  a  colleague)  *'to 
interfere  and  put  you  out.  I  then  "  (that  is  when  told  that  he 
would  be  put  out  by  the  church  authorities)  ''went  out 
quietly.  1  went  out  because  I  didn't  want  to  make  a  disturb- 
ance in  the  church.  I  thought  they  might  have  seized  me, 
and  I  should  have  had  to  knock  them  down."  Now  in  saying 
this  he  could  not  have  possibly  referred  to  Merkd,  for  he  then 
was  in  his  own  pew.  When  plaintiff  quitted  his  pew  both 
the  defendants  had  returned  to  their  pews.  It  is  made 
certain,  therefore,  by  the  plaintiff,  that  he  did  not  quit  his 
pew  from  fear  of  violence  by  Merkd,  or  to  avoid  a  personal 
collision  with  him.  The  question,  then,  resolves  itself  into 
this :  Where  A  by  gesture  appears  to  threaten  violence  to  the 
person  of  B  with  an  uplifted  hand,  unarmed  with  a  weapon, 
nsini;  insulting  language  to  B,  but  language  not  menacing 
force, — afterwards  without  violence  committed,  or  an  unequi- 
vocal manifestation  of  an  intent  to  commit  violence,  with- 
draws to  such  a  distance  from  B  as  renders  the  commission  of 
violence  to  him  impossible,  and  then,  after  this  B  retires  from 
his  position,  has  A  committed  an  assault  on  B  ?  This  must 
le  answered,  as  I  think,  in  the  negative.  Haivkins  defines 
an  assault  as  an  attempt  or  offer  with  force  and  violence  to 
<lo  a  corporal  hurt  to  another,  with  or  without  a  weapon, 
though  the  party  striking  misses  his  aim, — so  drawing  a 
sword,  or  any  similar  act,  accompanied  with  such  circum- 
stances as  denote  at  the  time  an  intention,  coupled  with  a 
present  ability,  of  using  actual  violence  against  the  person  of 
another,  will  amount  to  an  assault."  1  Hawk.  P.  (7.,  621, 
In  Pennsylvania,  in  the  case  of  Commonwealth  v.  Eyrie. 
1  Serg.  &  Bawl.  Reps.,  347,  it  was  held  that  if  a  man  raise  his 
hand  against  another,  within  striking  distance,  and  at  the 
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same  time  say,  **  if  it  were  not  for  your  gray  liairs,  fee,"  it  is 
no  assaulf'  This  shows  that  the  mere  act  of  raising  a  hand 
against  another  within  striking  distance  is  not  necessarily, 
per  se,  an  assault.  The  intention  as  manifested  by  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances  must  be  inquired  into.  In  Wateriov/i 
Aixh,  Cr.  Pr.  PL,  282,  in  a  note > it  is  said:  "The  received 
<!efinition  of  an  assault  in  England,  is  that  according  to 
Hawkins,  there  must  be  design  to  do  bodily  hurt,  and  the 
intention  must  co-operate  with  the  act  in  constituting  an 
assault." 

In  the  following  ease  we  have  this  question  illustrated. 
A  learned  American  Judge,  in  The  State  v.  Davis,  1  Iredell's 
Reps.,  125,  said,  in  accordance  with  English  principles,  "  the 
assault  must  be  intentional,  for,  if  it  can  be  collected,  not- 
withstanding appearances  to  the  contrary,  that  there  is  not  a 
present  purpose  to  do  an  injury,  there  is  no  assault^'  The 
learned  Judge  continued :  "  It  must  also  amount  to  an  attempt, 
for  a  purpose  to  commit  violence,  however  fully  indicated,  if 
not  accompanied  by  an  effort  to  carry  it  into  immediate 
execution,  falls  short  of  an  actual  assault."  These,  I  appre- 
hend, are  pregnant  words,  and  to  our  purpose.  There  is  a 
touchstone  by  which  to  tr}-  this  question.  With  the  exception 
of  the  mere  fact  of  Merkel,  under  excitement,  when  near 
enough  to  strike  plaintiff,  shaking  his  fist  against  the  plaintiff's 
person,  or  appearing  to  do  so,  perhaps  from  mere  excitement, 
-where  is  there  evidence  of  an  intention,  and  then  present 
purpose  to  strike  the  plaintiff?  There  is,  in  view  of  all  the 
inrcumstances,  absolutely  none !  MerkeVs  words  furnish  no 
such  evidence.  They  were,  *'  you  old  rascal  you  are  inter- 
fering with  my  family ;  you  shall  go  out  of  that.  According 
to  plaintiff's  son-in-law  who  sat  by  his  side,  "  you  old  liar,  you 
must  go  out  now."  That  same  witness  added,  all  I  heard 
from  Merkel  was,  "you  old  rascal  go  out  of  church;  and 
again,  "  after  this  Merkel  called  plaintiff  a  liar."  The  unmis- 
takeable  object  of  MerkeVs  act  and  words  was  to  get  the 
plaintiff  out  of  church.  To  efiect  that  purpose  by  means  of 
violence  is  a  purpose  not  necessarily  indicated  or  intimated 
by  MerkeVs  language  or  conduct.  The  plaintiff  was  com- 
paratively young,  and  in  his  own  estimate  of  his  physical 
powers  strong  enough  to  have  knocked  down  his  opponents, 
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an  act  as  he  tells  us  contemplated  by  him, — Merkd,  on  the 
contrary,  is  represented  to  us  as  a  feeble  man.  Merkd  mani- 
festly had  no  present  intention  to  strike  the  plaintiff — ^he 
made  no  efiort  to  strike  him — ^no  battery  of  plaintiff  was 
begun  by  him.  These  are  all  essentials  in  the  legal  notion  of 
an  assault.  The  entire  absence  of  them  all  is  manifest  from 
the  simple  consideration  (the  inferences  from  which  arc 
irresistible)  that  at  the  time  of  the  occurrence  nothing  was 
interposed  or  existed  to  prevent  his  cairying  into  act  such 
an  intention  if  he  had  entertained  it.  He  went  back  to  his 
pew  without  consummating  it.  This  argument  would  have 
no  force,  of  course,  if  the  defendant  pointed  a  loaded  gun  at 
plaintiff  and  retired  without  discharging  it;  and  for  this 
obvious  reason,  that  the  very  act  in  that  case  would  have 
carried  with  it  the  evidence  of  a  then  present  intention  to 
assault.  The  intention  would  necessarily  have  been  inferred 
from  the  act.  Here,  if  the  act  (accompanied  with  the  words) 
did  not  indicate  the  existence  of  an  intention  to  do  violence, 
it  was  at  least  equivocal. 

The  books  present  a  class  which  wotild  have  been  appli- 
cable and  important  if  plaintiff  had  left  his  pew  to  avoid  or 
avert  violence  from  Merkd.  In  Ai^ch.  Cr,  i.  <fe  P.,  282,  in 
notes,  I  find  this  passage :  "  Where  an  unequivocal  purpose  of 
violence  is  manifested  by  any  act  which  if  not  stopped  or 
diverted  will  be  followed  by  a  personal  injury,  the  execution 
of  the  purpose  is  thus  begun, — the  battery  is  attempted. 
Thus  riding  after  a  person  so  as  to  compel  him  to  run  into  a 
garden  for  shelter  to  avoid  being  beaten,  has  been  adjudged 
to  be  an  assault.  So  in  a  late  case  before  a  very  eminent 
Englidi  Judge  it  was  held  that  where  the  defendant  was 
advancing  in  a  threatening  attitude  with  intent  to  strike  the 
plaintiff,  so  that  his  blow  would  in  a  second  or  two  have 
reached  the  plaintiff  if  it  had  not  been  stopped,  although  when 
stopped  he  was  not  near  enough  to  strike,  an  assault  was 
committed.    Stephens  v.  Myers,  4  C.  &  P.,  349. 

In  OreerUeafa  Ev.,  vol.  2,  sec.  82,  an  assault  is  well  defined 
to  be  an  inchoate  violence  to  the  person  of  another  with  the 
present  means  of  carrying  the  same  into  effect"  The  learned 
author  adds:  ''Where  threats  alone  do  not  constitute  the 
offence^  there  must  be  proof  of  violence  actually  offered."    He 
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adds  at  sec.  83 :  ''  The  intention  to  do  harm  is  of  the  essence 
of  the  offence  of  an  assault,  and  this  intent  is  to  be  collected 
by  the  jury  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case/'  Again  at 
sec.  94 :  "  In  the  case  of  a  mere  assault  the  quo  animo  is 
material,  as  without  an  unlawful  intention  there  is  no  assault.'* 

In  AldeTBon  v.  Wastell^  1  C.  &  R.,  3.)9,  Rolfe,  B.,  said : 
"  With  reference  to  the  younger  defendant,  H,  IT.,  the  only 
evidence  is  that  he  threw  a  stick,  which  stick  struck  the 
plaintiff.  But  this  is  not  sufficient  of  itself  to  constitute  an 
assault,  inasmuch  as  it  does  not  appear  for  what  purpose  the 
stick  was  so  thrown,  and  it  is  therefore  fair  to  conclude  that 
it  was  in  fact  thrown  for  a  proper  purpose. 

In  Selwyn*8  N,  P^  126,  it  is  said:  "Whether  the  act 
shall  amount  to  an  assault  must  in  every  case  be  gathered 
from  the  intention."  Ho  cites  Gnffi^n  v.  Parsons,  which  ia 
thus  noticed,  and  in  Hall  y.  Necti^ley,  3  Q.  B.,  320| 
shows  that  a  seizure  of  the  person  is  not  necessarily  an 
assault,  but  that  the  aniwAia  with  which  the  act  is  done  is 
material 

An  effort  at  violence  by  means  of  a  loaded  firearm  is  in 
one  sense  peculiar.  Pointing  a  loaded  gun  at  another  is  per 
se  an  unequivocal  attempt  to  commit  violence,— an  assault, — 
the  intention  would  be  inferrible  from  the  act,  as  to  whether 
pointing  at  another  a  firearm  proved  to  be  unloaded  and 
incapable  of  being  discharged  is  an  assault  in  law  seems  even 
now  doubtful  A.  D.  1840,  in  Regina  v.  St  George,  Mr.  B. 
Parker  ruled  in  these  words :  **  It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  aa 
assault  to  point  a  weapon  at  a  person,  though  not  loaded,  bat 
80  neat  that  if  loaded  it  might  do  injury.  I  think  the  offence 
of  pointing  a  loaded  gun  at  -another  does  involve  an  assault 
unless  it  is  done  secretly*,  and  I  think  that  the  presenting  a 
firearm  which  has  the  appearance  of  being  loaded,  so  near 
that  it  might  produce  injury  if  it  was  loaded  and  went  off  is 
an  assault."  A.  D.  1844,  in  Regina  v.  James,  it  was  ruled 
by  Tvndall^  C.  J.,  that  it  was  not  an  assault  to  point  a 
loaded  pistol  rt  any  one  if  proved  not  to  be  so  loaded  as  to 
be  able  to  be  discharged. 

In  Hays  v.  The  People^  1  Hall's  Reps.,  351,  the  prisoner 
bad  decoyed  a  female  under  ten  years  of  age  into  a  building 
ior  the  purpose  of  ravishiog^hefi  and  was  tl&ere  detected  while 
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standing  within  a  few  feet  of  her  in  a  state  ci  indecent 
exposure.  Held  that  while  there  was  no  evidenee  of  his 
having  actually  touched  her,  he  was  properly  convict-ed  of  an 
assault.  Here  detection  alone  obviously  prevented  the  pri- 
soner from  consummating  an  intended  purpose  of  assault  In 
Morton  v.  Shoppee,  3  C.  &  P.,  373,  in  assault,  plea  general 
issue.  The  plaintiff  was  walking  along  a  foot-path  by  the 
road-side  at  HillingUm,  and  the  defendant  who  was  on  hoi*se- 
back,  rode  after  him  at  a  quick  pace.  The  plaintiff  ran 
away  and  got  into  his  garden,  when  the  defendant  rode  up 
to  the  garden  gate  (the  plaintiff  then  being  in  the  garden 
about  three  yards  from  him),  and  .shaking  his  whip  said, 
*Come  out  and  I'll  lick  you  before  your  own  servants." 
Denman  objected  that  this  did  not  amount  to  an  assault. 
Lord  Teniei'den,  C.  J.,  said  the  defendant  rode  after  the 
plaintiff  so  as  to  compel  him  to  run  into  his  garden  for 
shelter  to  avoid  being  beaten,  that  is  in  law  an  assault.  In 
all  the  cases  of  this  class  there  was  what  is  wanting  here, — 
a  then  present  purpose, — an  effort  made  to  commit  an  assault, 
-^a  battery  begun. 

On  the  point  of  the  assault  which  I  have  been  considering^ 
the  question,  from  the  nature  of  it,  is  speculative.  Minds 
of  equal  intelligence  may  differ  about  it.  But  on  the  point 
of  disturbance  of  the  pew,  which  I  shall  presently  consider,  I 
am  unable  to  conceive  how  there  can  be  a  difference  of  opinion. 
To  my  mind  it  is  as  demonstrable  and  certain  as  a  solved 
problem  in  Euclid,  that  disturbance  of  the  pew  is  a  matter 
that  must  be  eliminated  from  the  case.  I  shall  show  this  by 
and  by.  If,  indeed,  this  defendant  committed  any  offence  at 
all  in  facie  ecdesiee,  the  offence  was  precisely  that  which, 
among  those  who  are  so  blessed  as  to  live  in  subjection  to  the 
canons  of  the  Church,  would  be  brawling.  But  the  people  of 
this  Province  are  in  that  infelicitous  condition  in  r^;ard  to 
ecclesiastical  authority  in  wUch  Mr.  Brougham,  in  one  of  his 
great  speeches  at  the  bar  described  the  inhabitants  of  SooUarid 
to  be  when  he  exclaimed :  *'  Poor  benighted  heathen !  from 
Dan  to  Beei^sheba, — from  Mariden-Keith  to  John  o'Groai^B, — 
they  haven't  got  a  bishop,  or  even  a  rural  dean  1"  We  have 
got  them,  indeed,  without  the  power  of  fulminating  the  dread 
of  the  canon  law.    We  liave  na  reason  to  tremble 
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under  the  terrible  words  of  the  canon  88  (see  1  Burn.,  390) : 
"  If  any  person  shall  by  words  only  quarrel,  chide  or  brawl  in 
any  church  or  churchyard,  it  shall  be  lawful  unto  the  ordinary 
of  the  place  where  the  same  shall  be  done,  and  proved  by  two 
lawful  witnesses,  to  suspend  every  person  so  offending,  if  he 
be  a  layman  from  the  entrance  of  the  church,  and  if  he  be  a 
clerk  from  the  ministrations  of  his  office,  for  so  long  a  time  as 
the  said  ordinary  shall  think  meet  according  to  the  fault." 
It  was  well  for  poor  Mr.  Merkel  that  he  was  not  subject  to 
section  2  of  the  same  section,  for,  had  he  struck,  he  would 
have  been  by  virtue  thereof  excommunicated  and  excluded 
from  the  fellowship  and  company  of  the  congregation." 
Harrivgton'8  position  would  have  been  more  favorable,  for  I 
gather  from  Bum  that  in  relation  to  the  words  of  the  canon  *'  lay 
any  violent  hands,"  it  has  been  holden  that  "  churchwardens 
who  whip  boys  for  playing  in  the  church,  or  pull  off  the  hats  of 
those  who  obstinately  refuse  to  take  them  off  themselves,  or 
gently  lay  their  hands  on  those  who  disturb  divine  service, 
and  turn  them  out  of  the  church,  are  not  within  the  meaning 
of  the  canon."  I  hope  Mr.  U.  will  be  duly  grateful  to  me  fot 
thus  showing  him  his  powers  and  responsibilities  in  the  church. 
It  is  not  probable,  I  think,  that  Mr.  Merkel,  in  view  of  the 
sanctity  of  the  pla>^e  really  contemplated  violence  with  a 
strong  hand.  Terrible  deeds  we  know  from  history  have 
been  done  in  olden  time  in  such  places.  Thomas  a  Beckett 
was  assassinated  at  the  very  shrine  of  Saint  Benedict  Brace's 
dagger  drew  the  life  blood  of  Comyn  at  the  high  altar  of  the 
Black  Minories.  But  such  dark  deeds  are  not  likely  to  be 
done  in  these  enlightened  days  ;  nevertheless  a  very  tragical 
affair  occurred  of  later  years  in  Merry  England,  women  as 
usual  being  at  the  bottom  of  it.  The  wives  of  Lord  Strange 
and  Sir  John  Tressel  contending  for  precedence  in  the  church 
of  St.  Dunstan,  their  husbands  with  their  retinue  drew  their 
swords  within  the  body  of  the  church, — some  were  killed  and 
some  wounded.  For  this  offence  by  process  in  the  court 
christian  the  Lord  Strange  and  his  lady  did  penance  imposed 
by  that  exemplary  prelate.  Archbishop  Chichley.  The  Lord 
Strange  walked  bareheaded,  with  a  wax  taper  lighted  in  his 
band,  and  his  lady  barefooted,  from  the  church  of  St.  Paul  to 
that  of  St  Dunstan ;  where  being  re-hallowed,  the  lady  with 
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her  own  hands  filled  all  the  church  vessels  with  water,  and 
offered  to  the  altar  an  amount  of  the  value  of  JCIO,  and  her 
lord  a  piece  of  silver  of  £5.  The  Court  was  wisely  discrimi- 
nating as  to  the  comparative  guilt,  and  the  measure  of  the 
punishment.  I  am  not  sure  in  view  of  this  that  Archhishop 
ilanning  is  not  right  in  desiring  the  return  of  those  happy 
days,  when  women  could  be  thus  punished  by  the  Church  for 
the  mischief  they  cause  to  their  husbands,  and  with  so  little 
punishment  to  their  lords  whom  they  hav«  tempted  to  evil. 

After  this  I  hope  pardonable  digression  into  which  I  have 
been  betrayed  by  researches  in  voce  "  brawling,"  I'evenons  a 
"iioe  motUonSf  I  return  to  my  subject,  and  to  a  second  branch 
of  it,  which  is  extremely  important,  I  mean  that  which  relates 
to  the  alleged  pew  disturbance.  If  I  read  our  rules  of  plead- 
ing aright,  and  I  humbly  think  I  do,  a  plaintiff  in  our.Couit 
can  only  recover  secundum  allegata  et  probata.  Tried  by  this 
test,  it  is  simply  out  of  the  question  that  a  verdict  founded  in 
part  on  this  count  for  disturbance  can  be  sustained.  It  is  in 
these  words :  "  For  the  plaintiff  as  against  J.  TF.  Merkel  for 
assaulting  the  plaintiff  and  disturbing  him  in  the  peaceable 
possession  of  his  pew,  $25."  In  the  3rd  count, — the  only  one 
necessary  to  be  considered, — the  defendant  Merkel  is  charged 
witii  disturbing  the  plaintiff  in  the  peaceable  possession  of  his 
pew,  but  in  no  sense  that  is  in  any  oue  particular  borne  out 
by  the  facts.  He  is  therein  charged  precisely  as  in  En^and^ 
according  to  the  established  formula,  a  party  has  often  been 
charged  with  acts  in  relation  to  a  pew  in  a  church,  done  in 
material  disturbance  of  the  occupant  of  the  pew,  and  in 
material  invasion  of  or  interference  with  his  alleged  right  to 
the  possession  of  the  pew, — for  acts  which  are  in  fact  or 
theory  a  forcible  entry  into  the  pew,  or  an  expulsion  of  him 
who  occupied,  or  in  keeping  him  out  of  the  pew.  Of  such  a 
charge  and  such  a  charge  only  has  the  defendant  Merkel  had 
notice  by  the  declaration.  The  count  charges,  not  brawling 
or  moral  disturbance,  which  is  without  the  cognizance  of 
courts  temporal, — of  such  every  occupant  of  pews  adjacent 
would  have  an  equal  right  to  complain  with  the  plaintiff, — 
but  with  disturbance  by  "a  wrongful  entry  into  the  pew 
during  divine  service/'  by  "  expelling  the  plaintiff  from  the 
pew,**  by  "  hindering  and  preventing  him  from  entering  the 
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pew,"  and  by  "  hindering  and  preventing  him  from  using  the 
pew  in  as  ample  a  manner  as  he  had  a  right  to  do."  All  this 
imports  physical  agency  and  physical  agency  only.  The  last 
part  of  the  count  is  plainly  in  legal  import  a  mere  statement 
of  the  consequences  of  the  preceding  important  acts.  The 
defendant  is  plainly  charged  just  as  he  would  have  been  in 
trespass,  for  illegally  entering  and  holding  the  plaintiff's 
dwelling-house.  The  evidence  shows  that  defendant  neither 
entered  the  pew  nor  expelled  plaintiff  from  it,  nor  hindered 
and  prevented  him  from  entering,  nor  hindered  nor  prevented 
him  by  any  physical  tangible  act  of  defendant,  from 
using  the  pew  in  as  ample  a  manner  as  he  had  a  right  to  do. 
Defendant  Mevkel  did  not  by  any  act  of  his,  of  which  he  is 
charged,  or  of  which  the  law  of  the  land  could  take  cogni- 
zance, hinder  the  plaintiff'  from  the  most  ample  use  and 
enjoyment  of  his  pew.  The  only  influence  proceeding  from  him 
in  any  sense  consisted  of  the  words  "you  must  go  out," 
uttered  when  the  utterer  stood  outside  the  plaintiff's  pew.  It 
has  already  been  noticed  ,that  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
plaintiff  voluntarily,  and  without  any  force  or  influence  then 
operated  by  defendant  Merkd,  and  when  Merkd  had  resumed 
his  seat  in  his  own  pew,  quitted  the  seat  that  he  had  occupied. 
We  know  that  in  an  English  court  the  plaintiff  would  have 
been  out  of  court  on  his  own  statement.  In  Stocks  v.  Booih, 
1  T.  R.,  428,  possession  for  above  sixty  years  was  not  held  suffi- 
cient to  maintain  an  action  on  the  case  for  disturbance  in  the 
enjoyment  of  a  pew  ;  but  feoffment  raises  a  presumptive  right 
and  a  faculty,  and  plaintiff  should  claim  it  in  his  declaration 
as  appurtenant  to  a  miE^rriage  in  the  parish."  Asfihurst,  J. — 
"  Bare  possession  can  never  give  a  right,  because  it  is  the 
plaintifi^s  own  fault  if  he  do  not  give  to  himself  a  complete 
title  to  a  pew,  which  he  can  do  by  applying  to  the  ordinary 
for  a  faculty,  or  to  the  minister  or  churchwardens  to  let  him 
a  seat  in  the  church.  If  bare  possession  were  allowed  to  be  a 
sufficient  title  it  would  be  an  encouragement  to  commit 
disorder  in  the  church,  for  disputes  would  frequently  ai*ise 
respecting  the  possession.**  BuUer,  J. — '*  Trespass  will  not 
lie  for  entering  into  a  pew,  because  the  plaintiff  has  not  the 
ezdosive  possession,  the  possession  of  the  church  being  in  the 
pamon.*'      Abbott,   C.  J.,   said^  in  Mai/amtianng  v.  Oilea, 
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5  B.  &  A.,  361,  which  was  a  case  for  disturbing  plaiotifi  in 
the  poasession  of  his  pew :  "  No  action  at  the  common  law  can 
be  maintained  for  a  disturbance,  because  the  pew  is  not 
alleged  to  be  attached  to  a  dwelling-house.  The  disturbance 
is  matter  for  ecclesiastical  censure  only."  Now  I  am  not 
going  to  enter  on  an  inquiry  as  to  "whether  in  this  case,  which 
is  between  members  of  the  Church  of  England  in  Nova 
Scotia,  and  where  the  theatre  of  alleged  disturbance  was  an 
Episcopal  English  church,  and  where  the  case  is  one  in  rela- 
tion to  which  both  the  contending  parties  might  be  held  by 
virtue  of  an  implied  contract  to  be  bound  by  ecclesiastical 
rules  not  inapplicable  to  the  condition  of  a  church  in  a  colony. 
Circumstances  might  exist  that  would  render  such  an  inquiry 
necessary,  but  they  don't  exist  here.  It  suffices  to  say,  that 
it  is  undeniably  a  fact  that  the  evidence  reported,  viewed  in 
contiection  with  the  declaration/  shows  that  the  defendant 
was  not  guilty  of  any  one  act  imputed  to  him  under  the 
allegations  importing  a  disturbance  of  his  possession  of  the 
pew.  Inasmuch,  then,  as  a  verdict  stands  against  him,  finding 
him  indiscriminately  guilty  of  assault  and  disturbance,  with 
damages  for  both,  that  verdict,  in  my  opinion,  must  be  set 
aside. 
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Im  a  QiM  of  M^eTln  the  detendant  withdrew  hie  pleM  end  g»Td  a  coofeselon,  upon  whkh 
pUntSff  refolarly  entered  up  Judgment  Some  time  subeequently  W.,  who  wme  not  a  puty  to 
the  eott,  hut  who  olalmed  the  good*  replerled  under  en  eeelgnment  from  the  defeodentt  end 
wie  one  of  the  euretlee  upon  the  replevin  bond  to  the  eheriff,  eongbt  to  hare  the  judgment  eet 
eelde,  on  the  ground  that  the  oonfeeeion  wee  a  fraud  upon  him  end  the  other  ondtton  of 
defendant,  and  aleo  that  he  had  joined  with  defendant  in  the  pleee  which  had  been  withdrawn 
without  hie  eanetlon.  This  latter  allegation  wee  denied  both  bgr  defendant  %iid  defendanfe 
•Momey,  whom  W.  ewore  he  had  inetructed  to  act  for  him. 

Held,  that  W.  not  being  a  party  to  the  reoord,  had  no  locui  etoiMK,  hie  redieei^  it  any, 
htloff  againet  defendant'*  attorney,  and  aleo  tiuit  he  had  been  guilty  of  lodUe. 

WiLKlNS,  J.,  now,  (February  4th,  1873,)  delivered  judg- 
ment as  follows: — 

In  replevin  the  plaintiff  obtained  and  entered  up  judgment 
in  this  cause  against  the  defendant  upon  a  confession  given  by 
the  latter.     Mr.  Wallace  asks  the  Court  .to  set  aside  thai 
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judgment  and  the  confession  on  which  it  is  fonnded,  and  that 
he  may  be  allowed  to  defend  the  action,  on  certain  pleas  on 
file  in  the  cause,  (which  pleas  were  after  the  filing  of  them 
withdrawn  by  the  defendant's  attorney,)  so  far  as  the  matters 
therein  stated  concern  Mr,  Wallace,  on  the  ground,  1st,  that 
confession  was  a  fraud  on  Mr.  Wallace,  and  on  him  and  the 
other  sureties  on  the  replevin  bond,  and  also  on  the  grounds 
stated  in  his  affidavit  To  that  end  he  obtained  the  rule  nisi 
before  us,  which  was  granted  by  the  Court,  on  the  3rd  of 
January,  1871. 

We  will  first  consider  Mr,  Wailace*8  affidavit,  and  the 
affidavits  read  in  reply  thereto.  He  claims  the  goods  in 
question  under  an  assignment  from  the  defendant  andoneJar))^ 
ShoAV,  then  partners^  dnly  registered  by  him  (Wallace)  when 
no  other  bill  of  sale  was  registered  or  on  file  affecting  th& 
property*  He  states  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  property 
on  a  bill  of  sale  not  registered  or  filed,  on  which  plaintiff'a 
action  is  founded*  He  alleges  that  the  defendant  was  not 
then  interested  in  the  goods,  the  cbims  of  his  creditors  greatly 
exceeding  the. value  of  the  property;  that,  as  one  of  the 
sureties  to  the  sheriff  he  (WalUtce)  signed  the  replevin  bond. 
He  then  proceeds  to  state,  in  substance;  that  he  delivered  the 
writ,  issued  in  the  cause,  to  Mr,  LeNoir,  prepared  the  pleas, 
and  instructed  Mr,  LeNoir  to  defend  the  suit  for  him ;  that 
Mr,  LeNoir,  after  having  appeared  and  pleaded,  without  tho 
sanction  of  Wallace,  withdrew  his  defence,  and  left  it  open  to 
the  defendant  to  give  the  confession  on  which  the  judgment 
was  entered. 

With  regard  to  all  these  allegations  touching  Mr.  LeNoir 
it  will  suffice  to  say  that  one  and  all  of  them  are  denied  by 
him  and -defendant.  Defendant  swears  he  handed  the  writ  to 
LeNoir,  and  without  any  conference  with  Wallace  instructed 
LeNoir  to  defend  the  suit ;  that  the  last-named  gentleman 
withdrew  his  defence  with  the  consent  and  approval  of 
defendant,  and  that  the  confession  that  was  given  was  the 
voluntary  and  deliberate  act  of  the  defendant.  These  allega- 
tions of  the  defendant  are  distinctly  and  positively  confirmed 
by  LeNoir,  who  says  further,  that  he  was  not  retained  by 
Wallace  to  act  in  any  manner  for  him  in  the  cause,  that  he 
drafted  the  pleas  without  reference  to  Wallace ;  that  whe& 
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he  spoke  to  Wallace  and  asked  him  if  he  would  pay  costs  ol 
defence  incurred  and  assume  responsibility  for  future  costs, 
he  positively  refused  to  do  so.  He  affirms  that  he  never  had 
any  conversation  with  the  plaintiff  on  the  subject  of  the  suit, 
and  that,  finding  defendant  unable  to  indemnify  him  against 
costs,  he  withdrew  the  defence  and  notified  Wallace  for  the 
reasons  stated  in  the  notification.  He  concludes  his  affidavit 
by  stating  that  the  object  of  the  defence  first  made  by  him 
was,  if  possible,  to  get  the  plaintiff  to  come  into  the  assign- 
ment, and  by  a  compromise  or  otherwise  to  enable  the  defend- 
ant to  continue  his  business,  and  that  the  assignment  to 
TTaHooc  was  drawn  with  that  object  In  view,  then,  of  the 
denial  by  defendant  and  LeNoir  of  all  Mr,  WaUace'a  state- 
ments above  noticed,  the  first  ground  stated  in  the  rule  fails 
and  must  be  dismissed  from  our  consideration.  If,  notwith- 
standing the  contradiction  thus  involved  in  the  affidavit,  Mr. 
Wallace  chooses  to  deal  with  Mr,  LeNoir  as  his  attorney, 
retained  by  him,  to  protect  and  defend  his  (  Wallace* s)  inter- 
ests, understood  by  him  and  Mr.  Lelfoir,  as  he  has  asserted, 
to  be  substantially  at  stake  in  the  suit  he' can,  of  course, 
frame  his  proceedings  for  relief  accordingly* 

It  remains  for  us  to  inquire  whether  Mr.  WalUice's  affidavit, 
in  connection  with  the  pleas  to  which  it  refers,  discloses  any 
other  grounds  that  will  warrant  our  making  this  rule  absolute. 
Had  he  been  made  a  party  to  the  suit,  it  appears  that  his  defence 
would  have  been  substantially  that  the  goods  in  question 
were  subject  to  respond  the  claims  of  Mr.  WaUace  and  others, 
being  the  creditors  of  the  defendant,  or  of  him  and  his  late 
partner  Shaw,  hy  virtue  of  the  assignment  to  WaUaoe  above 
noticed,  while  the  bill  of  sale  of  the  goods  to  plaintiff  on 
which  his  action  was  founded  was  tainted  with  usury,  and  in 
that  respect,  and  in  other  respects,  fraudulent  and  void.  That, 
in  this  suit,  (the  judgment  and  confession  being  set  aside)  he 
should  be  placed  by  the  interposition  and  order  of  the  Court 
in  a  position  Co  make  that  defence  available  for  himself  is  hia 
professed  object,  while  hia  allegations  last  referred  to  in  his 
auidavit  amount  to  an  assertion  of  the  matters  of  defence 
which,  had  he  been  a  party  to  the  suit  as  auppoaed,  he  would 
have  aet  np. 
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The  affidavit  also  contains  certain  allegations  pointing' 
especially  to  the  plaintiff,  which  I  proceed  to  notice.  They 
have  not  been  in  any  manner  answered  by  the  plaintiff.  Mr, 
Wallace  alleges  that  when  defendant,  being  a  bankrupt,  gave 
a  confession,  the  plaintiff  signed  an  agreement  (with  whom  it 
is  not  stated)  that  he  would  not  look  to  any  of  the  other 
sureties  on  the  replevin  bond,  but  to  Wallace  alone,  for  the 
$8000,  and  that  then  the  judgment  was  entered  up ;  that 
plaintiff  was  aware  that  Wallace  was  the  principal  party  in 
the  suit,  and  treated  with  him  as  such  (how  or  when  is  not 
not  stated) ;  that  Wallace  had  several  views  with  him  about 
the  suit,  and  that  plaintiff  attended  a  meeting  of  Mu^'phy'a^ 
creditors  at  WaUace*8  office,  and  as  one  of  the  creditors,  after 
assignment  made  to  WaUace,  and  after  the  action  was  brought; 
that  at  interviews  between  him  and  Walla^ce,  with  a  view  to 
obtaining  a  compromise  of  plaintiff's  claim,  plaintiff  treated 
Wallace  as  the  principal  in  the  suit  and  the  only  manager 
thereof;  that  plaintiff  colluded  with  one  Nash,  who,  as 
Wallace  believes;  purchased  plaintiff's  claim,  and  concocted 
the  judgment  in  order  to  defraud  Wallace  and  the  other 
creditors  of  the  defendant.  Nothing  thus  stated  impeaches, 
legality  or  the  regularity  of  defendant's  confession ;  and 
defendant  in  his  affidavit  repudiates  all  connection  or  identity 
of  interest,  or  of  defence  with  WalUice.  It  is  impossible 
thereforoi  I  think,  to  consider  WalUice  as  in  any  respect  for 
the  purpose  of  what  is  before  us,  standing  in  defendant's 
shoes.  Now,  in  relation  to  this  application  of  Mr,  Wallace 
and  the  fact  before  us,  the  first  observation  which  seems  to 
me  material  to  make,  is,  that  acoording  to  Mr,  Wallace*^ 
statements  his  legal  rights  in  regard  to  the  property  in  ques- 
tion were  paramount  to  those  of  Hare.  He  had  the  first 
registered  bill  of  sale.  He  was  aware  of  the  step  taken  to 
replevy  the  goods.  Why  did  he  not  then  interpose  an4  pro- 
tect his  own  rights  ?  If,  as  he  asserts  and  Mr,  LeNoir  denies, 
be  did  for  that  purpose  employ  the  agency  of  that  gentleman, 
and  he  improperly  abandoned  the  interests  committed  to  him, 
to  that  gentleman,  Mr.  Wallace  must  look  for  redress..  Our 
Interpleader  Act  mentioning  "  detinue,"  which  is  of  kin  to 
**  replevin,"  the  defendant  might  perhaps  have  interpleaded, 
but  he  did  not  think  proper  to  do  aa    Can  this  Court  then 
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interpose  and  "set  aside  a  judgment  regularly  entered  on  tbe 
application  of  one  who  is  not  a  party  to  the  record  ?  I  am 
not  prepared  to  do  so  without  a  precedent  drawn  from  a 
decision  of  authority  in  an  analogous  case.  If  I  were  to  do- 
so.  it  roust  be  on  the  sole  ground  of  Mr,  Wallace's  uncontra- 
dicted allegation,  that  this  plaintiff  during  the  pendency  of 
his  action,  and  before  his  judgment  dealt  with  Mr,  WaUdC^ 
as  the  reaf  defendant  in  it.  That,  in  my  opinion,  would  not 
be  a  valid  ground.  Pecuniary  responsibiliti&s  would  attach 
to  this  defendant  as  the  possible  result  of  our  setting  aside 
this  judgment.  How  could  we,  as  a  Court  of  Common  Law, 
protect  him  in  respect  of  those  ?  He  in  his  affidavit  expressly 
deprecates  further  contention  in  this  matter.  Can  we  dis- 
regard that,  and  make  him  a  party  TioUns  volena  to  further 
litigations  ? 

I  am  also  of  opinion  that  if  if  r.  Wallace  ever  had  sufficient 
grounds  to  support  his  application,  he  waived  his  right  to  the 
interposition  of  the  Court  by  the  neglect  which  marks  his 
proceedings.  Without  violating  the  established  rules  and 
practice  of  the  Court  no  different  view  of  his  position  from 
that  just  intimated  could  be  entertained.  On  the  12th  of 
Aiyril,  1870,  he  received  Mr,  LeNoira  communication ;  on 
that  day  he  applied  to  Mr.  Justice  DesBarres,  but  according 
to  his  own  showing,  in  an  illusory  manner,  and  as  we  must 
infer  from  what  he  has  himself  stated,  without  an  earnest  and 
persistent  design  or  endeavor  to  obtain  an  order  from  the 
learned  Judge.  What  other  inference  can  we  draw  from 
Mr.  Wallaxies  language  ?  He  saj's :  '*  It  was  on  the  same 
morning  that  I  received  the  letter "  (that  from  Mr.  LeNoir) 
**  that  I  applied  to  His  Lordship  Judge  DeaBarres  to  set  aside 
said  judgment ;  but  he  preferred  (as  I  understood)  to  have 
the  matter  brought  before  the  Court."  Here  the  matter  was 
permitted  to  rest  until  the  3rd  day  of  Janvuti*y,  1871,  when 
the  «rder  nisi  which  we  are  now  considering  was  obtained. 

For  the  reasons  stated  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  nisi 
must  be  discharged  with  costs. 
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Acnox  tor  the  ooit  of  a  set  of  tails  furnished  to  «  vessel  of  which  detotkUmt  wai  yaii- 
owner,  and  one  McR.,  mteter.  Plalnttilk  had  a  private  auoount  with  JfoB.,  and  in  their  ledfW 
the  charge  for  the  sails  appeared  in  thst  account.  They  had  nd  separate  aoeoant  sgalnit  tha 
▼essel,  and  it  seened  tbst  on  McR/s  becoming  insolvent  some  time  subsequent,  th^f  bad 
received  a  divided  upon  his  whole  indebtedness,  including  the  ebarge  for  the  sells.  Plalntlfli 
called  defendant  as  a  witnsss,  and  on  examination  he  denied  that  the  veesel  required  the  lefli 
wheo  thej  were  pureheeed,  bat  stated  that  he  had  eettled  with  M cR.  for  them  about  a  jtai 
afler,  ahhoQgh  he  had  neVer  authorised  M cR.  to  procure  them.  Defendant  called  no  wltnsMM^ 
and  the  Juiy  found  for  him. 

Hdd,  that  there  was  no  ground  for  disturbing  their  verdict. 

McCuLLY,  J.,  now,  (February  4th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows : — 

This  was  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  a  verdict  obtained  by 
defendant  on  a  cause  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  DtsBarres  at 
Halifax,  in  the  November  sittings,  1871.  For  plaintiffs, 
J.  N.  Ritchie,  Q.  C,  and  Jainee  McDonald,  Q.  C. ;  for  defend- 
ant, H.  Blanchard,  Q.  C,  and  N.  Meagher. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  from  defendant  the 
amount  of  an  order  or  inland  bill  of  exchange  dated  27th 
December,  1867,  as- follows :  "  Mes.srs.  Black  <k  Co,,  Gentlemen, 
— Please  pay  to  Messrs.  Muir  Jk  Blackadar,  sailmakers,  the 
sum  of  $184.22,  Halifax  currency,  three  months  after  date, 
and  charge  the  same  to  schooner 'Xevan^  and  owners,  for  sail 
and  mainsail,  and  oblige,  yours  truly,  RodL  McRae."  The 
principal  witness  on  the  part  of  plaintifl  was  0.  Troop,  one  of 
the  plaintiff  firm,  substantially  as  follows  : — ^The  schooner  was 
in  the  port  of  Halifax  in  December,  1867.  The  drawer  of  the 
order  was  on  her  as  master,  and  was  part  owner.  On  the 
13th  December  plaintiff  supplied  the  vessel  with  rope  to 
amount  $16.53.  M&Ro/e  ordered  sails  of  Muir  Js  Blackadar 
for  which  he  could  not  pay.  They  threatened  proceedings, 
and  he  (McRae)  applied  to  plaintiffs  and  they  accepted  his 
order,  witness  says  for  schooner  and  owners,  on  credit  of 
owners,  knowing  that  McRas  was  not  sole  owner.  Plaintiffs 
paid  the  draft  at  maturity,  charging  $4.60  commissions.  At 
the  time  McRae  owed  plaintiffs  largely  on  private  account. 
Witness  did  not  think  they  would  have  given  McRae  this 
credit  on  private  account.  He  had  since  failed,  and  they  had 
reeived  a  dividend  of  25  cents  to  the  dollar,  including  ibis 
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account.  A  letter,  December  18th,  18G8,  from  plaintiffs  to 
defendant^  calling  upon  defendant  for  payment,  and  stating 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  debt  was  contracted,  and 
one  from  defendant  in  reply,  dated  24th  December,  1868, 
expressing  surprise  at  the  existence  of  the  claim,  explaining 
that  while  he  was  connected  with  the  vessel  he  understood 
McRae  had  paid  for  ail  put  upon  her,  and  that  he  (defendant) 
had  paid  all.  as.he  thought,  for  which  he  was  liable,  informing 
plaintiff  that  the  vessel  wa.s  then  at  Baddeck  and  easily  got 
at,  stating  he  had  been  charged  for  sails  by  McRae,  and  it  had 
been  paid  out  of  freights  per  account,  promising  to  see  McRae 
and  write,  concluding  by  informing  plaintiff  that  McRas  was 
and  had  been  owner  since  pi*evious  August  of  the  vessel.  On 
his  cross-examination  Mr,  Troop  admits  that  plaintiffs  did  not 
order  the  sails  from  M.  &  B.  McRae,  he  says,  stated  they 
were  necessary.  He  had  no  personal  communication 
with  defendant  till  18th  December,  1868.  Plaintiff  had 
obtained  a  confession  of  judgment  from  McRae,  buthe  did  not 
know  if  it  included  this  demand.  They  ranked  on  his  estate 
for  this  demand.  "  We  charged  the  draft  in  account  against 
McRae  "  (adds  Mr,  Troop),  '*  wi^h  a  memo,  of  the  amount  due 
us  by  the  Levant  owners." 

Defendant  was  then  called  by  plaintiffs  as  a  witness,  and 
testified  that  he  was  part  owner  of  the  Levant  in  November 
and  December,  1867.  He  owned  one- half  and  McRae  the  other 
half,  Livingstone  was  master,  and  she  traded  between  Baddeck 
and  Newfoundland.  They  owned  and  sailed  the  vessel  two 
or  three  yeai*s.  Defendant  says :  "  I  paid  tny  proportion  of 
disbursements.  But  she  never  earned,  and  I  never  received 
anything.  McRae  managed  the  vessel  and  kept  her  account. 
I  knew  that  McRae  came  up  in  the  vessel  in  December,  1867, 
to  Halifax,  with  a  cargo  of  coal.  She  did  not  require  sails  at 
that  time,  as  the.  sails  she  had  were  sufficient.  Did  not  know 
she  got  any  till  plaintiff's  letter  to  that  effect  long  after.  Did 
not  settle  with  McRae  for  sails  before  24th  December,  1868." 
On  his  cross-examination  he  says.:  "  I  paid  McRas  for  the 
sails  and  rigging.  Never  was  consulted  as  to  getting  the 
sails,  and  never  gave  any  authority  to  get  them.  Defendant 
aays  he  got  credit  for  other  freights  besides  the  coaL" 
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Troop  recalled. — On  reference  to  books  found  the  plainti£EB 
did  not  rank  on  McRae  estate  for  this  claim.  Cross-examined. 
— "  I  believe  the  word  Levant  was  written  in  pencil  by  our 
bookkeeper  in  this  book  (plaintiffs'  ledger)  at  the  time  the 
entry  was  made  against  McRae,  and  that  the  balance  of 
S1255.65  included  the  items  supplied  to  Levant'*  Re-examined. 
"  The  pencil  entry  on  ledger  was  made  31st  December,  1867i 
when  account  rendered  to  McRae  at  December  19, 1878,  which 
it  will  be  seen  was  about  a  year  and  twelve  days  after.  The 
goods  supplied  Levant  were  not  included  in  it'*  Plaintiffs 
rest,  and  defendant's  counsel  moved  for  a  nonsuit,  which 
was  not  ordered. 

Defendant  called  no  witnesses,  and  upon  this  state 
of  facts  with  a  verdict  found  for  defendant,  we  are  invited  to 
set  it  aside  and  grant  a  new  trial  upon  the  grounds  of  mis- 
direction and  as  against  law  and  evidence.  J.  N.  Ritchie^ 
Esq;,  Q.  C,  who  opposed  the  rule,  made  no  point  as  to  misdi- 
rection by  the  learned  Judge,  nor  so  far  as  my  minutes  taken 
exhibit,  was  any  portion  of  the  learned  Judge's  charge  chid- 
lenged  either  by  himself  or  his  colleague  in  reply  to  Mr. 
McDonald,  except  these.  His  Lordship,  he  contended,  should 
have  directed  the  jury  to  find  under  the  evidence  that  McRae 
was  a  general  agent  for  owners,  and  as  such  possessed  autho- 
rity to  bind  defendant.  But  this  would  have  been  in  this 
case  equivalent  to  a  positive  direction  to  the  jury  to  find  for 
plaintiff,  in  the  very  teeth  of  the  statement  and  testimony  of 
defendant,  called  as  a  witness  by  plaintiff,  who  positively 
swore  that  he  had  paid  his  proportion  of  the  disbursements. 
He  says  that  the  schooner  at  the  time  did  not  require  .sails,  as 
the  sails  she  had  were  sufficient  for  her  winter  work.  Further, 
"  I  paid  McRae  for  the  sails  and  rigging/'  although  he  admits 
he  had  not  settled  with  him  for  the  sails  before  the  24th 
December,  1868.  He  says  :  "  I  was  never  consulted  as  to  the 
getting  of  the  sails  and  rigging,  and  never  gave  any  authority 
to  get  them ;  adding,  *  I  live  in  Baddeck  where  there  is  a  tele- 
graph office,  and  a  mail  five  times  a  week.' "  With  such 
testimony  as  this  on  the  minutes,  and  produced  by  the  plaintiff 
himself,  though  from  the  mouth  of  defendant,  yet  risking 
what  he  might  have  to  admit  adverse  to  his  interests,  the 
strongest  portion  of  which  was  at  line  64,  where  he  says, 
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'*  JlcRae  managed  the  vessel  and  kept  her  accounts/'  I  can* 
not  by  any  means  admit  that  the  learned  Judge  was  wrong  in 
leaving  it  open  to  the  jury  as  he  did,  when  he  told 
them  that  "  if  they  could  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  AIcRae 
with  defendant's  consent  acted  as  the  ship's  husband,  then  he 
had  a  right  to  pledge  the  credit  of  defendant  for  necessary 
supplies."  But  then  there  arises  the  question, — were  these 
sails  necessary  supplies  ?  Plaintiff's  own  witness  declares,  as 
already  remarked,  that  they  were  not,  and  if  not,  what  then  ? 
I  confess  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know  upon  what  principle  this 
Court  can  be  called  to  challenge  the  functions  of  the  jury 
exercised  in  believing  or  disbelieving  the  testimony  of  wit- 
nesses produced  by  a  plaintiff  as  in  this  case,  and  then  from 
drawing  their  conclusions  accordingly. 

But  it  seems  to  me  that  it  was  neither  an  unimportant  nor 
an  insignificant  fact  here  that  the  original  entry  in  plaintiffs' 
books  was  not  in  the  usual  form,  viz.,  "  Schooner  Levant  and 
owners  to  plaintiffs.  Dr."  The  pencilling  in  the  book  not 
positively  verified  by  the  party  who  made  it  as  to  when  made 
and  no  explanation  why  the  bookkeeper  who  made  the  entry 
was  not  called,  may  itself  not  have  been  satisfactory  to  the 
jury.  And  if  this  credit  was  originally  given  to  McRae,  as 
the  entry  made  in  the  book,  without  the  pencilling,  would 
seem  to  warrant,  or  at  least  leave  an  open  question,  then  by 
what  ingenuity  could  it  be  maintained  that  defendant,  the 
co-owner,  can  be  held  responsible  ? 

The  law  and  the  several  cases  cited  on  the  argument, 
which  I  need  not  reproduce,  are  not,  as  it  seems  to  me,  capable 
of  being  questioned.  The  case  of  the  Great  Eastern,  2  L.  R. 
Adm..  17  L  T.,  N.  S.,  667,  Fish.  Dig..  7897,  affords  a  safe 
guide  as  to  the  power  of  a  master  to  bind  the  owner.  There 
the  law  is  laid  down  thus :  "  The  liability  of  an  owner  to  pay 
for  repairs  and  equipments  ordered  b}^  the  master,  depends 
not  upon  the  ground  of  ownership  of  the  vessel,  but  upon  the 
ground  of  a  contract  made  with  the  vendor  "  (here  M,  A  B.,) 
**  by  a  person  who  was  the  owner's  agent,  for  the  purpose  of 
ordering  such  necessaries,"  '*  And  the  master's  contracts  can- 
not bind  the  owner  unless  authority  to  bind  the  owner  has 
been  actually  given  him,  or  unless  the  owner  has  by  word  or 
deed  held  out  the  master  as  his  agents  and  thereby  induced 


FEBRUARY,    1873,  211 

the  vendor  to  supply  the  necessaries  on  the  credit  of  the 
owner."  Such  is  among  the  latest  rulings  as  regards  the 
relation  of  master  and  owner,  a  nd  the  power  of  the  former  to 
bind  the  latter.  Then  as  regards  the  general  liability  of 
owners;  although  it  is  true  that  whoever  supplies  a  ship 
with  necessaries  has  a  treble  security,  1st,  the  master,  2nd,  the 
ship,  and  Srdly,  the  personal  security  of  the  owners ;  Bi^t  v. 
<7oe,  Cowp.,  639,  Fish.,  7891 ;  yet  the  registered  owner 
being  prima  fude  liable  for  goods  furnished  for  the  use 
of  the  ship,  such  liability  may  be  rebutted  by  evidence  of 
the  ci-edit  being  given  to  others;  Cox  v.  Rcid,  1 
C.  &  P.,  602,  In  this  case  defendant,  as  plaintiff's  witness, 
has  positively  negatived  the  position  that  the  sails  were 
necessaries,  and  secondly  his  counsel  contended  that  the 
credit  was  given  to  McRae.  And  surely  it  cannot  be  denied 
that  there  was  some  evidence  upon  both  points  for  the  jury*s 
consideration, — not  only  some  evidence  but  strong  evidence, 
-especially  upon  the  point  of  "  necessaries."  See  also  the 
strong  case  of  Brigga  v.  WiUcinaon,  7  B.  &  C,  30,  9  D.  &  R., 
«71.  In  Maddox  v.  Miller,  1  M.  &  S.,  738,  it  was  held  that  if 
any  of  the  goods  furnished  an  infant  may  fall  within  the 
description  of  "  necessaries,"  the  evidence  ought  to  be  left  to 
the  jury,  a  fortiori.  The  evidence  whether  these  sails  were 
or  were  not.  necessary  for  the  Levant,  was  a  question,  tJi4 
'qtveiftion,  it  seems  to  me,  for  the  jury.  And  by  their  verdict 
they  have  negatived  this  assumption,  or  they  have  negatived 
lIcRae's  authority,  or  that  credit  was  given  to  defendant,  or 
all  of  these  propositions  together,  and  any  one  of  the  three 
negatived,  entitles  the  defendant  to  the  verdict  rendered. 

Moreover,  it  is  a  feature  of  this  case  that  plaintiff  did  not 
advance  this  money  to  Captain  McRae  to  purchase  necessaries, 
much  less  is  the  suit  brought  to  i*ecover  for  necessaries  sup- 
plied by  themselves  for  the  Levant  The  original  credit  to 
»hip  and  owners,  if  any  such  were  given,  was  the  credit  of  the 
supplying  firm  of  M.  <k  B,  to  McRae,  They  furnished  the 
sails  and  then  threatened  to  libel  the  schooner,  so  sa3's  Mr. 
Troop,  Whether  they  could  successfully  have  done  so  is  not 
the  question  here.  The  real  question,  it  will  be  seen,  assumes 
quite  another  phase,  where  the  master  and  part  owner  has 
contracted  a  debt^  even  for  necessaries,  and  having  got  into 
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trouble  goes  abroad  to  procure  funds  or  procure  a  guarantee 
as  hera  by  a  third  party's  acceptance,  to  what  it  would  have 
done  had  the  sails  been  necessaries,  and  as  such  been  purchased 
of  and  supplied  by  plaintiffs  to  the  master  as  such.  In 
ProbaH  v.  Knotith,  2  Esp.,  472,  per  BvUer,  it  was  held  "  that 
an  infant  is  not  liable  for  money  lent  to  supply  himself  with 
necessaries,"  much  less,  I  should  say,  for  money  advanced  to 
repay  a  creditor  who  had  previously  advanced  or  supplied 
goods  or  necessaries.  I  can,  therefore,  easily  understand  that 
Muir  &  Blackadar  might  in  this  case  have  an  action  against 
the  owners  or  co-owners  of  the  Levant,  and  yet  the  plaintiff 
have  no  action  against  him  for  money  supplied  after  a  third 
party,  who  had  given  credit  and  supplied  the  necessarien, 
began  to  press  for  pay.  In  Oore  v.  Gardier,  3  Moo<  P.  C.  C.^ 
79,  it  was  held  that  a  bottomry  bond  given  by  a  master,  upon 
a  threat  of  arrest  for  supplies  previously  furnished  on  his- 
personal  credit,  was  void.  For  if  the  master  can  obtain  sup- 
plies on  his  personal  credit,  he  is  not  justified  in  resorting  to 
a  bottomry  bond.  See  Soarea  v.  RaJma,  3  Moo.  P.  C.  C,  1. 
Such  would  seem  to  be  the  law  on  this  branch  of  the  case, 
and  I  very  much  doubt,  even  if  the  sails  were  necessaries,  if 
McRae  could  pledge  defendant  s  credit  as  owner  to  plaintiffs, 
to  raise  funds  to  ward  off  the  threatened  proceedure  of  Muir 
(£<  Blackadar,  But  the  jury  having,  as  I  think,  ample  material 
to  found  their .  verdict  upon,  independent  of  this  objection, 
which  was  not  rai^^ed  on  the  trial  or  argument,  if  they  pre* 
fened  defendant's  positive  averment,  either  as  to  the  question 
of  the  sails  not  being  necessaries,  or  as  to  McRae  not  having 
authority,  to  the  inference  that  arises  in  law  of  authority 
possessed,  from  the  fact  of  McRae  having  managed  the  vessel 
and  kept  her  accounts,  and  it  surely  was  peculiarly  within 
their  province  to  do  so ;  I  am  unable  to  discover  any  reason 
for  disturbing  the  verdict.  Whenever  there  is  evidence  for 
the  consideration  of  a  jury,  and  they  are  required  to  pass 
upon  it,  even  if  the  conclusion  they  arrive  at  may  not  be  such 
as  the  presiding  Judge  would  have  wished,  still  this  Court 
will  be  slow  to  disturb  their  finding,  and  would,  I  am  apt  to 
think,  require  to  be  thoroughly  convinced  that  gross  injustice 
would  follow  unless  there  was  a  new  triaL  This  cause  can 
hardly  be  said  to  fall  within  that  principle,  and  I  think  the 
rule  nUi  must  be  discharged. 
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CARR  V.  CAREY  et  al. 

Plairtifp!  trantferred  his  horse  and  truck,  Ao.,  to  McC.  under  a  verbal  afreement,  which 
yna  afterwards  reduced  to  wrlttog:,  and  subsequently,  when  on  oath  denied  all  ilirht  ot  property 
In  the  goods.  MoC.  transferred  them  by  biU  of  sate  to  defendant,  f  nioi  whom  plaintiff  sought 
to  replevy  them,  and  at  the  trial  offered  in  evidence  his  agreement  with  McC.,  which  wss 
■ejected  by  the  Judge,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  properly  signed. 

Hetd,  that  plaintUf  could  not  prevail  In  his  action. 

McCULLT,  J.,  now,  (Febraaiy  4th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows : — 

This  was  an  action  of  replevin  tried  before  Mr.  Justice 
DeaBarreSy  NovcTnher  sittings,  1870,  the  subject  of  the  contro- 
versy being  a  horse,  truck  and  harness.  A  verdict  passed  in 
favor  of  the  defendant,  and  a  rule  nisi  sued  out  under  the 
statute  to  set  it  aside,  and  for  a  new  trial,  now  came  on  for 
ai^ument.  Mr,  McDonald,  Q.  C,  for  plaintiff,  Mr.  Weeks  for 
defendant 

There  was  a  great  mass  of  evidence  reported,  much  of  it 
conflicting  and  contradictory.  Can\  the  plaintiff,  was  the 
original  owner  of  the  property,  and  transferi'ed  it  to  W. 
McCormack  Jk  Co.,  defendant,  by  a  verbal  arrangement,  as  he 
affirmed,  the  substance  of  which  was  that  he  was  to  have  it 
as  long  as  he  behaved  himself.  This  •  was  subsequently 
reduced  to  writing,  and  a  paper  purposing  to  contain  the 
terms  entered  into  between  the  parties  shortly  before  the 
action  commenced,  was  tendered  in  evidence  by  plaintiff,  and 
rejected  by  the  learned  Judge,  on  the  ground  that  having 
been  signed  by  Carr  as  a  marksman,  it  had  not  been  read  and 
explained,  and  was  therefore  not  properly  executed.  That 
the  plaintiff  was  originally  the  proprietor  of  the  property 
there  is  no  room  for  doubt  That  he  transferred  it  to 
McCormaek,  who  had  it  in  his  possession  and  used  it  as  his 
own,  is  equally  clar.  That  on  one  occasion  after  this,  in  the 
Police  Office,  he  (plaintiff)  stated  publicly  "  that  he  had  no 
daim  to  the  mare,  truck  or  harness ;  that  he  had  given  the 
mare  to  McGo)'7nack  to  mako  his  living ;  that  he  had  at'  that 
time  no  daim  on  the  mare ;  that  the  mare,  truck  and  harness 
were  McCormack' s,"  is  language  (extracted  from  the  Judge's 
minutes  who  tried  the  cause)  used  by  plaintiff  on  his  cross- 
examination,  and  testified  to  in  still  more  unqualified  language 
by  Beveral  witnesses  called  on  the  part  of  the  defence. 
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The  defence  was  a  judgment  against  McCormadc  at  Carey^^ 
suit,  a  ]evy,  and  that  McCormaeie  had  transferred  to  Carey 
the  principal  and  the  real  defendant,  all  his  right  and  title 
thereto  by  a  bill  of  sale  dated  dth  October,  1869,  accompanied 
by  possession  on  the  ISth.  Carey  had  made  payment  or 
advanced  money  to  HcCormack,  he  says  some  $13  in  all 
(Carey  says  $20,  $15  at  the  date  of  the  bill  of  sale),  at 
cUtfeieHt  thnes,  and  it  and  the  paper  to  plaintiff,  it  appears  by 
McCormack'a  testimony,  were  signed  the  same  day,  that  to 
plaintiff  first,  and  McCormack  delivered  the  mare,  at  Carey* » 
request,  and  put  her  in  possession  of  D(yi*an.  She  was 
i-eplevied  afterwards  while  at  Joseph  Kay»  stables. 

Carey,  defendant,  testifies  to  plaintifi*s  statement  at  the 
Police  Court,  on  oath,  denying  all  light  of  property  in  the 
goods.  Thomas  Peters,  a  witness,  conx>borates  the  disclaimer^ 
and  testifies  to  his  words,  thus :  "  I  (plaintiS)  have  no  clain^ 
to  the  propei'ty,  good,  bad  or  indifferent"  James  Waish 
eonfirms  the  previous  witnesses,  B,nd  Michael  LauglUinreipeAiB 
the  statement. 

The  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  thought  the 
plaintiffs  could  not  maintain  this  action  under  the  evidence  (a 
very  small  portion  of  which  I  have  thought  it  necessary  U> 
transcribe)  without  a  previous  demand  of  property,  or  paying 
or  offering  to  pay  the  amount  advanced  to  McCormack,  But 
I  am  at  a  lass  to  see  how  any  demand  or  offer  could  have 
efiected  the  legal  rights  of  the  defendant  Cai'ty,  or  under 
what  hypothesis  Carr,  if  he  spoke  the  truth  at  the  Police 
Office, — and  it  is  not  in  his  power  now  to  deny  it, — ^by  what 
ingenuity  he  could  hope  with  or  without  a  demand,  with  or 
without  a  tender,  to  prevail  in  an  action  such  as  this^  The 
contents  of  the  bill  of  sale,  though  the  instrument  was  not 
read  and  was  rejected,  came  out  incidentally  on  the  trial,  and 
the  amount  was  used  on  the  argument,  and  its  contents  then 
descanted  upon  fully.  The  Court  now  has  full  information  as  ta 
what  it  contains,  and  it  in  no  way  strengthens  plaintiflB*^  case 
thai  I  can  perceive.  Anncmds  v.  Barker,  2  Tyr.,  140, 2C.  b  J^ 
133,  shows  plainly  that  under  such  circumstances  the  rejection 
is  no  cure  or  ground  for  a  new  trial.  See  also  Crease  v.  Barrett^ 
1  C.  &  It.  &  R.,  919 ;  also  Dim.  Ed.  WeUh  v.  Langhed,  IS 
1L.&  Wv  497:    I  think  the  rule  niei  should  be 
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DimniANT  made  aod  dttlivend  to  plaintiff  •  memorandam  (not  under  leal)  in  the  follow^ 
Ing  tenni :  "  I  do  herebj  agree  to  lease  to  you,  Wm.  Hendry,  the  privilege  of  light  in  the 
weet  aide  of  your  building,  &c,  for  a  term  of  ten  yean,  from  thii  date,  at  a  yearly  rent  of 
twenty-five  oenta  per  annum." 

Betdf  that  the  memorandum  oonatttuted  a  mere  license  revocable  at  defendant's  pleasure. 

WiLKiKS,  J.,  now,  (July  15th,  1873,)  delivered  judgment 
as  follows: — 

I  think  that  the  written  instrument  on  which  this  action 
is  founded,  while  it  clearly  has  no  efficacy  to  confer  on  the 
plaintifi  an  easement  of  light,  cannot  be  viewed  as  an  agree- 
ment that  can  sustain  an  action  for  damages.  There*  are 
authorities  to  show  that  though  a  written  instrument  cannot 
operate  as  a  deed  of  transfer,  it  can  take  effect  as  an  agree- 
ment, if  there  be  matter  of  executory  conttact  in  it  It  would 
seem,  however,  to  be  necessary  that  there  be  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, and  that  no  present  interest  pass  in  respect  of  the 
matter,  which  is  treated  as  contract  executory.  Band  v. 
Rosling,  1  B.  &  S.,  371 ;  Hayne  v.  Cummvngs,  16  C.  B.,  (N.  S.,) 
421 ;  Smart  v.  JoneB,  15  C.  B.,  fN.  S.,)  723.  In  the  last  case 
Willes,  J.,  said  :  "  It  appears  to  me  that  in  this  case  no  diffi- 
culty at  all  arises  with  reference  to  the  common  rule  as  to 
the  grant  of  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  because  the  plaintiflb 
do  not  assert  that  they  are  entitled  to  any  actual  interest 
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enabling  Lewis  (the  bankrupt  represented  by  the  plaintiffs)  to 
enter  on  the  land."  In  that  case  there  were  matters  of 
executory  contract  on  which  the  Court  decided, — here  there 
are  none ;  for  this  paper  either  conveyed  the  easement  of 
light,  at  the  date  of  it,  or  it  was  inefficacious  in  any  respect 
whatever.  At  least  ao  I  understand  it.  The  defendant  in 
the  latter  part  of  his  second  plea  says  '*  that  he  did  not  enter 
into  any  agreement  with  plaintiff  for  a  lease,  in  the  terms  in 
his  said  writ  and  declaration  set  forth  ;"  (plaintiff  has  assigned 
the  not  executing  a  lease  as  a  breo^ch),  and  "  he  denies  all 
mutuality  in  said  agreement,  and  avers  that  the  same  is  void." 
In  his  last  plea  he  alleges  "want  of  consideration,  illegality, 
and  that  the  agreement  is  void."  But  if  the  writing  can  be 
regarded  as  merely  executory,  is  it  valid  ?  Viewed  in  that 
light  defendant's  stipulation  seems  to  me  to  be  gratuitous 
and  unsupported  by  any  consideration.  The  breach  alleged  is 
non-performance  of  the  agreement,  and  no  consideration  is 
stated  in  the  agreement  in  connection  with  an  executory 
contract.  The  twenty-five  cents  per  annum  cannot  be 
regarded  as  a  consideration  for  such,  for  it  is  plainly 
expressed  as  a  compensation  fixed  prospectively  for  each 
future  year's  enjoyment  of  the  privilege  leased,  and  is  not  an 
ingredient  in  an  agreement  to  lease.  If,  indeed,  it  could  be 
viewed  in  that  light,  it  would  not  be  a  substantial  considera- 
tion that  could  be  supposed  sufficient  to  have  induced  a 
reasonable  man  to  subject  sixteen  feet  by  eight  of  the  ground 
area  of  his  valuable  land  in  this  city  to  I'emain  unbuilt  upon 
and  unprofitable  for  ten  years,  ^here  is  no  mutuality,  but  it 
is  unilateral.  Suppose  plaintiff  had  chosen  to  say,  after  the 
agi*eement  was  signed  by  the  defendant  (who  alone  signed  it), 
"I  don't  want  light  over  your  area.  I  have  concluded  to 
close  my  western  winnows,  and  light  my  building  through 
the  roof,"  defendant  could  not  compel  plaintiff  to  accept  the 
light  and  pay  the  rent.  {Add,  CorU.,  18,  14.)  Observe  this 
American  case,  Murdoch  v.  Caldwell,  8  Allen,  300.  The 
declaration  was  as  follows, — "  and  the  plaintiff  says  that  he 
and  the  defendant  entered  into 'a  contract  together,  a  copy 
whereof  is  annexed.  And  the  plaintiff  has  always  been  ready 
to  perform  the  contract  on  his  part  but  the  defendant  has 
disabled  himself  from  performing  said  contract,  and  has  pre- 
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vented  the  plaintiff  from  performing  the  same."  The  contract 
was  as  follows  :—^  A>8fon,  May,  23rd,  1863. — I  do  hereby 
agree  to  deliver  to  A^  Murdock,  upon  the  formation  of  the 
Luburg  Ooal  Co.,  when  the  certjificates  are  issued,  $35,000  in 
the  stock  of  the  said  company,  at  pi*o  rata  of  $250,000  valu- 
ation ;  and  he  does  in  consideration  of  the  delivery  of  the 
said  stock,  agree  to  sell  and  collect  $50,000  of  said  stock, 
upon  the  value  above  referred  to,  viz.,  $250,000 ;  and  he  is  to 
receive  a  reduction  pro  rata,  from  said  $35,000,  if  he  falls 
short  of  that  amount  $50,000  in  cash  subscriptions,  the  stock 
to  be  sold  and  paid  for  by  the  25th  of  June,  1863,  if  the 
company  is  formed  by  that  date.-^Jb8iaA  Caldwell.*'  The 
defendant  filed  a  demurrer  assigning  the  following  cause : 
"  Because  the  plaintiff  does  not  allege  in  his  said  declaration, 
nor  does  it  appear  by  said  contract  that  there  was  any  con- 
sideration for  the  defendant's  entering  into  the  same."  The 
case  was  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  whole  Court. 
Chapman,  J.— >-"By  General  Statutes,  chap.  129,  sec.  2,  a 
plaintiff  is  allowed  to  omit  all  averments  which  the  law  does 
Mot  require  to  be  proved,  and  to  set  forth  the  substantive 
facts  necessary  to  constitute  the  cause  of  action  with  substan- 
tial certainty.  He  may  set  out  a  copy  of  the  agreement,  &c. 
The  plaintiff  declares  on  a  contract  not  under  seal,  and 
annexes  a  copy.  But  as  the  copy  is  signed  by  the  defendant 
only,  and  purports  to  be  merely  his  agreement  with  the 
plaintiff,  and  as  the  declaration  merely  avers  that  the  parties 
entered  into  that  contract,  there  is  no  proper  averment  of  a 
consideration.  It  is  true  that  the  contract  of  the  defendant 
states  certain  things  that  the  plaintiff  has  agi*eed  to  do,  but 
it  contains  no  promise  of  the  defendant  to  do  them;  and  there 
is  no  averment  that  he  made  such  promise.  His  promise,  if  it 
constituted  the  consideration,  should  have  been  set  forth  with 
substantial  certainty ;  for  it  is  one  of  the  substantive  factb 
necessary  to  be  proved.  The  cause  of  the  demuner  is  i^ell 
assigned.  Judgment  accordingly."  In  Bates  v.  Coii,  2  B.  &  Cr., 
474,  the  declaration  statedjthat  by  agreement  between  plaintiff 
and  0.  0.,  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell  and  deliver  to  0.  G.  a  lace 
machine  for  £220,  to  be  paid  thus,  £40  on  delivery,  and  the 
residue  by  weekly  payments  of  £1,  which  were  to  be 
paid  to  defendant  as  trustee  for  the  plaintiff,  and  in  ease 
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of  uiy  default  plaintifi' wfts  to  have  back  the  machine;  and 
in  consideratioQ  of  the  premises,  and  of  plaintiff  at  the  reqaest 
of  tlie  defendant  appointing  him  to  receive  the  weekly  inatal- 
ments,  defendant  promised  the  plaintifl'  to  take  the  machina 
and  pay  the  balance,  should  there  be  any  default  by  G.  0.  in 
weekly  paymeot».  Held  that  thia  promise  was  nudum 
jiactum  and  void.  Demurrer  to  declaration.  Per  curiam. — 
"  The  declaration  afl^cts  to  show  the  lejiral  operation  of  the 
agreemenL  Now  that  states  that  the  agreement  bound  the 
defendant  to  take  the  machine,  not  the  plaintiff  to  deliver  it. 
There  certainly  is  an  allegation  of  willingness  to  let  defendant 
take  the  machine,  bat  that  does  not  appear  to  have  been  in 
pursuance  of  any  pre-existing  agreement,  nor  does  the  whole 
import  any  obligation  on  the  plaintiff  to  let  the  defendant 
take  it.  The  declaration  is  therefore  bad,  no  sufficient  con- 
sideration for  the  defendant's  promise  being  shown."  See 
Britten  v,  Welb,  2  B.  &  Cr.,  483  ;  see,  also,  on  the  subject  of 
consuleration  in  a  written  instrument  not  under  seal,  7  T.  R., 
350,  nste  a.  Whether  an  instrument  operates  as  a  present 
lease  or  as  a  mere  executory  agreement  for  one,  is  a  pure 
question  of  intention.  See  Strattan  v.  PettUl,  IC  C.  B.,  420> 
and  the  exhaustive  decision  in  Doe  6.  d.  Morgan  et  al.  v. 
PmueU,  7  H,  &  Or.,  980;  also,  Jackson  e.  d.  LwUow  v. 
Myere.  3  Johns.,  388.  Ti  ied  by  those  cases,  there  cannot  be  a 
doubt,  I  think,,  that  if  this  paper  operated  at  all,  it  took  effect 
as  conferring  an  interest  in  proeaenti  at  the  moment  of  its 
(^NGcution  by  the  defendant.  Thei-e  is  nothing  executory  in 
Mie  language  of  it.  It  runs  thus:  "I  do  hereby  agree  to 
lease  to  you  Wm.  Sendi'y,  the  privilege  of  light  in  the  west 
side  of  your  building  which  fronts  on  Jacob  streetand  private 
lane,  over  a  space  on  the  west  side  of  said  building,  extending 
from  tha  north  end  of  said  building  southerly  about  sixteen 
in  width  eight  feet,  for  a  term  of  ten  years 
e,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  twenty-five  centa  per 
-e  is  no  stipulation  for  the  execution  of  a  more 
nent,  to  e&ectuate  the  intent  The  privilege 
>  begin  in  point  of  enjoyment  at  the  date  of  the 
id  the  first  payment  of  the  twenty-five  cents  is 
the  expiration  of  one  year  from  the  day  when 
aubscribed.    ItU anneeeasary  to  dte  authori- 
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ties  to  show  the  ineffieacy  of  the  paper  (viewed  in  any  manner) 
to  confer  an  easement  of  light,  or  to  shew  that  it  did  not  pass 
a  license  irrevocable  to  enjoy  the  easement  for  the  period 
of  time  named.     Wood  v.  Leadbiiter,  13  M.  &  W.,  842,  alone 
need  be  referred  to  as  decisive.    In  that  case  Mr.  B.  Aldersan, 
in  his  learned  judgment,  said  (p.  845) :  '*  Where  thei*e  is  a 
licen.<^  by  parol  coupled  with  a  parol  grant  or  pretended  grant 
of  something,  which  is  inca^)able  of  being  granted  otherwise 
than  by  deed,  then  the  license  is  a  mere  license  ;  it  is  not  an 
incident  to  a  valid  grant,  and  it  is,  therefore,  revocable.    Sup- 
pose the  case  of  a  parol  license  to  come  on  my  lands  and 
there  to  make  a  watercourse  to  flow  on  the  land  of  the 
licensee.    In  such  a  case  there  is  no  valid  grant  of  the  water-r 
course ;  and  the  license  remains  a  mere  license,  and  therefore 
capable  of  being  revoked.    On  the  other  hand,  if  such  license 
were  granted   by  deed,  then  the  question  would  be  on  the 
construction  of  the  deed,  whether  it  amounted  to  a  grant  of 
the  watercourse;  and  if  it  did,  then  the  license  would  be 
irrevocable.''    The  learned  Baron  remarked,  in  the  conclusion 
of  bis  judgment,  "  it  was  suggested  that,  in  the  present  case, 
a  distinction  might  exist,  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff  having 
paid  a  valuable  consideration  for  the  privilege  of  going  on  the 
stand ;  but  this  fact  makes  no  difference.     Whether  it  may 
give  the  plaintiff  a  right  of  action  against  those  from  whom 
he  purchased  the  ticket,  or  those  who  authorized  its  being 
issued  and  sold  to  him,  is  a  point  not  necessary  to  be  discussed* 
Any  such  action  would  be  founded  on  a  breach  of  contract, 
and  would  not  be  the  result  of  his  having  acquired  by  the 
ticket  a  right  of  going  on  the  stand  in  spite  of  the  owner  of 
the  soil ;  and  it  is  suflScient  on  this  point  to  say,  that  in 
several  of  the  eases  the  alleged  license  had  been  granted  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  but  that  was  not  held  to  make  any 
difference." 

Mr.  Gray,  at  the  argument,  took  the  position  that  the 
legal  effect  of  the  paper  was  to  confer  on  the  plaintiff'  a  license 
irrevocable ;  but  that  such  a  position  is  untenable,  and  that^ 
even  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  licence  was  revoked  and  at  an 
end  on  the  instant  that  the  defendant  conveyed  away  (as  it  is 
proved  he  did)  the  area  in  question,  are  clear  results  of  the 
authorities.    See  the  words  of  Lord  Abvfiger  and  of  Park^  B.» 
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in  WaJlia  v.  Harrison,  4  M.  &  W.,  543.  The  f(Mrmer  said : 
"A  mere  parol  license  to  enjoy  an  easement  on  the  land  of 
another  does  not  bind  the  grantor  after  he  has  transferred  his 
interest  and  possession  in  the  land  to  a  third  person."  Parke, 
B ,  said :  *'  I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  a  parol  executory  license 
IS  countermandable  at  any  time,  and  if  the  owner  of  the  land 
grants  to  another  a  license  to  go  over,  or  do  any  act  on  his 
close,  and  then  conveys  away  that  close,  there  is  an  end  of 
the  license,  for  it  is  an  authority  only  with  respect  to  the 
grantor,  and  if  the  soil  ceases  to  be  his,  the  authority  is 
instantly  gone."  There  of  course  can  be  no  difference  in 
principle  between  a  contract  to  permit  water  to  flow  over  the 
area  of  a  man's  close,  and  a  contract  to  permit  light  to  flow 
over  a  man's  close.  The  contract  in  either  case  respects  an 
incorporeal  hereditament  in  relation  to  land. 

It  may  be  noticed  that  the  declaration  contains  an  averment 
(one  very  likely  to  have  influenced  the  lai^,  and  as  I  think, 
unreasonable  damages  given,)  which  is  not  sustained  by  proof. 
The  averment  is  that  plaintiff,  relying  on  the  defendant's  said 
agreement,  proceeded  with  his  said  buildings  to  the  completion 
of  them,  and  in  order  to  avail  himself  of  the  benefit  of  the 
said  agreement,  and  of  the  light  thereby  stipulated  and  agreed 
for,  the  plaintiff  caused  to  be  opened  and  set  in  on  the  western 
side  of  his  said  building,  &c.,  oertaita  windows  looking  upon 
the  space  so  agreed  for,  &c.  Now  here,  the  plaintiff  avers 
that  he  set  the  windows  in  his  said  building  subsequently  to 
the  agreement  (meaning,  ol  course,  the  written  agreement  set 
out),  but  which  we  have  proof  was  signed  on  the  day  of  its 
date.  The  minutes  do  not  show  that  the  structures  necessary 
for  introducing  light  into  the  building,  over  the  area^  were 
made  after  the  paper  was  executed  by  the  def^idant  and  on 
the  faith  of  it  The  windows  may  have  been  set  in  after  the 
verbal  isigreement  spoken  of  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness,  but 
it  does  not  appear  that  they  were  made  after  the  written 
agreement — the  only  one  mentioned  in  the  declaration — ^was 
signed  by  the  defendant. 

For  the  reasons  which  I  have  stated  I  think  this  rule  to 
set  aside  the  verdict  should  be  made  absolute. 
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&  K.  R.,  hftTlBr  be0D  «ai4«9^  by  dtfmdMit  to  bDlM  a  f«Ml  for  him,  cmpli^ 
■••■ab-eoBtnolorto  plank  bor.    Dtfmdant  ozoeiitod  and  daHTtrad  to  platntW  a  gwaiMitaa, 
haiod  npon  an  afnamant  betwaan  tha  lattor  and  H.  K.  R.,  for  tha  parformanoa  o(  tho  iob- 
eooliMk,  irhkh  had  bean  diawn  op  but  was  no^  algnad.    A  olrata  TaiylDg  tta  tarma  havtair 

nAdad  to  tha  agfoamant  anbaaqoant  to  tha  Kiviiif  of  tha  guarantaa. 

AaM»  thitthrtiitotoftha  tartatloo  wai  to  nUava  tha  dafandant  af  aU  IhOrfHtsr  en  tha 


Sib  W.  Youno,  C.J.,  now,  (July  loth.  1873,)  delivered 
judgment  as  follows: — 

The  defendant  having  a  vessel  built  for  him  at  Salmon 
Riv9T  by  U.  K.  Richards,  who  had  employed  the  plaintiff  to 
plank  her,  gave  plaintiff  a  guarantee  founded  on  an  agreement 
made  between  Richards  and  the  plaintiff,  which  is  as  follows : 

"  Henry  K.  Richards^  of  Salmon  Riysr,  JHgbjf  Oonniy, 
Province  of  If  ova  SeoHa,  ship-builder,  and  John  IHdbedsaUf 
of  M^eghan^  Ciounty  and  Province  aforesaid,  agree  as  follows, 
viz.,  the  said  John  Thibedeau  agrees  to  dub  planks,  sqnare 
and  re-square  wales,  to  drive  on  bolts  either  of  iron  or  copper, 
also  treenaihi  put  in  all  graving  pieces.  In  fact  so  oompieto 
the  outside  of  the  ship  now  building  by  said  Richards  from 
keel  to  gunwale,  except  boring,  joinery  and  caulking,  and  to 
do  the  job  in  a  wockmanlike  manner,  to  the  entire  satisfaetioii 
of  Jaooh  8.  Allen,  the  master-builder,  and  to  have  the  job 
completed  without  unneceftsary  delay.  H.  K.  RiAards  agrees 
to  pay  for  the  above  job  the  sum  of  thirty-four  dollars  per 
streak,  so  &st  as  the  work  progresses  for  every  streak  now  to 
to  be  put  on.  Also  to  furnish  material  without  unnecessary 
delay,  to  find  ring  bolts,  four  butt  screws,  neveropes,  wedges, 
&c,  except  augurs.  Richards  to  board  the  men  free  of  charge, 
except  men  loafing  without  cause.  And  for  the  true  perform* 
ance  of  each  and  eveiy  part  of  this  contract  we  each  bind 
ourselves,  in  the  penal  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars. 

"  In  witness  whereof  we  have  hereunto  set  our  hands  and 
seals  this  fourteenth  day  of  Atigust,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy-two. 

*'  The  said  Richards  further  agrees  that  if  the  price  is  not 
suflkient  after  paying  the  men  whom  Mr.  Thibedeau  hires  to 
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the  best  advantage  he  can,  to  pay  the  said  John  Hiibedeau, 
three  dollars  per  day  for  every  day  he  may  work ;  the  job  to 
be  commenced  on  Monday ^  the  nineteenth  of  August. 

"Hekrt  K.  Richards, 

"John  TmBEDSAa. 
"Joseph  Babine." 

When  the  defendant  signed  the  guarantee,  the  agreement, 
though  prepared  down  to  the  date,  had  not  been  actually 
signed,  and  the  subsequent  clause  was  added  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  defendant,  as  found  by  the  jury, 
though  on' that  point  the  evidence  of  the  parties  differed  at 
the  trial.  The  meaning  of  this  clause  admits  of  some  doubt 
It  would  appear  to  secure  $S  a  day  to  the  plaintiff,  and  to 
have  no  other  efftHSt ;  but  it  was  not  so  considered  by  him 
when  he  brought  his  action.  Of  the  fifty-two  streaks  in  the 
ship  it  was  assumed  at  the  argument  that  ten,  and  not  eight 
as  the  plaintiff  said,  were  on  the  vessel  when  he  began.  This 
leaves  forty-two,  which  at  the  rate  of  S34  per  streak  would 
come  to  $1428,  and  deducting  $641,  payments  by  Richards, 
the  balance  due  to  the  plaintiff  would  be  $787.  But  the 
ptaintiff  claimed  on  this  action  $1134,  made  up  of  men's 
wages  $1478,  and  his  own  $297,  and  ci^iting  $641  as  before. 

Now  it  is  obvious  that  on  no  point  of  view  could  the 
defendant  be  made  liable  for  the  difference* between  these  two 
sums^  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  sustain  his  action  as  he 
has  set  out  the  agreement  and  made  his  demand.  Ri^ards 
has  become  insolvent,  and  if  the  vessel  which  the  plaintiff 
duly  completed  according  to  his  contract  has  passed  into  the 
hands  of  the  defendant,  as  would  seem  to  be  the  fact,  without 
having  paid  Richards  or  any  one  else  for  the  planking,  the 
Court  from  a  sense  of  justice  would  be  unwilling  to  remit  the 
lllaintiff,  and  probably  the  workmen  who  were  employed  by 
him  and  have  not  been  paid,  to  Richards  insolvent  estate. 
Still  we  must  administer  the  law  as  we  find  it,  and  deal  with 
the  argument  which  was  strongly  pressed  upon  ns,  that  the 
alteration  of  the  agreement  discharged  the  defendant  not  in 
respect  only  of  the  difference  between  the  two  demands,  but 
of  his  whole  liability.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  there  is  no 
ambiguity  in  this  gnarantee.    The  defendant  was  to  see  the 
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plaintiff  paid  for  his  job,  provided  said  job  was  completed 
according  to  agreement  with  Ruharch, — not  an  agreement  to 
be  thereafter  made,  but  a  subsisting  agreement  known  to 
both  parties  when  the  guarantee  was  signed.  The  case, 
therefore,  differs  entirely  from  that  of  Creighton  v.  Byeraon, 
which  turned  upon  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  arranged/'  as 
used  by  the  defendant,  and  where!  held  it  to  be  the  rule  of 
law  that  if  the  party  giving  a  guamntee  leaves  anything 
ambiguous  in  his  expressions,  such  ambiguity  must  be  taken 
most  strongly  against  himself,  and  cited  various  authorities 
for  that  position.  Here  the  jury  have  found  in  answer  to  a 
question  put  to  them  by  the  Judge  who  tried  the  cause,  that 
after  the  defendant  executed  the  guarantee,  the  agreement 
that  existed  at  that  time  between  the  plaintiff  and  RichardH 
was  altered,  and  a  new  agreement  of  a  different  kind  made 
between  them,  without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the 
defendant. 

The  rule  of  law  is  to  be  found  in  all  the  text-books; 
SmitJi^e  Mere.  Law,  472;  Paraons'  Merc.  Law,  67;  Addison 
on  Contracts,  576 ;  Surge  on  Suretyship,  214.  It  is  laid  down 
more  emphatically  in  the  last  than  in  any  of  the  others,  that 
"any  subsequent  addition  to,  or  deduction,  or  abstraction 
from  the  contract,  is  such  an  alteration  as  discharges  the 
surety."  In  Miller  v.  Stewart,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  9  Wheat.,  703,  Judge  Stoi^  said :  "  Nothing 
can  be  clearer,  both  on  principle  and  authority,  than  the 
doctrine  that  the  liability  of  a  surety  is  not  to  be  extended  by 
implications  beyond  the  terras  of  his  contract.  It  is  not 
sufficient  that  he  may  sustain  no  injury  by  a  change  in  the 
contract,  or  that  it  may  even  be  for  his  benefit.  He  has  a 
right  to  stand  upon  the  very  terms  of  his  contract,  and  if  he 
do  not  assent  to  any  varjation  of  it,  and  a  variation  is  made, 
it  is  fatal. '  So  also  in  the  note  to  the  American  edition  of 
1  L.  &  E,  Reps,,  B,  it  is  said :  "  If  the  contract  has  been 
altered  in  the  slightest  particular  without  the  assent  of  the 
surety,  he  may  say,  *  If  on  in  haec  foedera  veni* " 

This  principle  lies  at  the  root  bf  the  English  decisions  as 
well  as  the  American.  Eyre  v.  BaHrop,  3  Madd.,  221  ; 
Bonser  v.  Cox,  6  Beav.,  110  ;  Gardner  v.  Walsh,  5  EL  &  BL,  89. 
In  this  last  there  was  an  alteration  of  the  note  declared  on  in 
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a  material  point,  and  ihe  Court  held  that  the  surety  was 
discharged  from  his  liability  where  the  altered  instrument 
would  operate  differently  from  the  original,  whether  the 
alteration  were  or  were  not  to  his  prejudice. 

On  these  authorities  it  is  clear  that  if  Richarde,  after  the 
guarantee,  had  agreed  with  plaintiff  to  raise  the  price  per 
streak  (or,  as  it  would  aeem,  to  diminish  it),  the  defendant 
would  be  released.  Now  upon  any  construction  of  the 
guarantee  the  cost  of  the  work  has  been  raised ; — the  contract, 
however  innocently  or  incautiously,  has  been  varied  in  a 
material  point,  and  I  am  forced  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
defendant  is  therefore  entitled  to  our  judgment. 
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DiTRCPAsm  wcvB  empowered  by  ftetote  to  «nt«r  Mid  takt  poMaaloo  of  badi  requirad  for 
the  track  of  their  ndlvay,  stotloos,  «te.,  th«  badi  taken  to  be  kid  off  by  metet  and  boands, 
Mid  a  plan  and  daeniption  of  It  recorded  In  the  Bflgletiy  of  Deeds  for  tiM  ooonty  when  tiM 
land  vme  sltnate.    The  etafcate  eUpnlated  the  extent  ol  land  to  b^  taken. 

HeUt  that  the  company  couUl  not,  by  making  a  lorrey  or  fUimc  •  deeerlpUon,  acqnirs  a 
tltlr  to  prirate  property  lying  beyond  the  ttatotoiy  llmifa. 

Uliarf^  i«  recoTerable  under  ooonte  of  iMtd^Uaha  Auumpnt,  that  being  the  proper 
fitrm  in  which  to  proceed. 

McCuLi.Y,  J.,  now,  (July  loth,  1873,)  delivered  judgment 
as  follows : — 

The  writ  in  this  case  is  that  commonly  called  Indebitatus 
Assumpait,  with  a  ftingle  count,  and  plaintiff  claims  $500  for 
the  "  wharfage  of  goods  and  chattels  landed,  stored  and  kept 
by  plaintiff  in  and  upon  a  wharf  and  premises  of  plaintiff 
for  defendants,  at  their  request ;  and  for  dockage  of  vessels 
moored  in  a  dock  and  premises  of  plaintiff  for  defendants,  at 
their  request.  The  plaintiff^s  particulars  are  $565.25,  amount 
of  account  rendered  1869.  Defendants  say  they  never  were 
indebted  to  plaintiff  as  alleged.    Thus  stands  the  record. 

The  facts,  briefly  stated,  are  as  follows :  Plaintiff  was  the 
proprietor  and  possessor. of  a  wharf  and  premises  at  WolfvUle. 
Defendants  were  the  contractors  for  building  the  Windsor  Jk 
Annapolis  Bailway,  and,  while  so  engaged,  persons  in  their 
employ  had  used  the  wharf  for  landing  rails,  &c.    But  the 
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question  decisive  of  the  case  is, — ^Did  this  wharf,  (the  portion 
used  by  defendants  and  their  servants,)  at  the  time  when  so 
used,  belong  to  plaintiff,  or  did  it  with  the  other  lands,  kc, 
taken  by  virtue  of  section  11  of  chapter  70  of  the  Revised 
Siatwtea^  pass  to  the  Windsor  A  Annapolis  Railway  Co,,  who 
liad  their  surveys  made  and  plans  recorded  before  the  date  of 
plaintiff's  claim.  By  that  section,  while  the  commissioners  or 
contractors  may  enter  and  take  possession  of  lands  required 
for  the  track  of  a  railway,  or  for  stations,  and  shall  lay  off  the 
same  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  record  a  description  and  plan 
in  the  Registry  of  Deeds  for  the  County  where  the  lands  are 
situate,  and  the  same  shs^U  operate  as  a  dedication  to  the 
public  of  such  lands;  all  of  which' is  applicable  to  defendants' 
position,  yet  the  statute  stipulates,  and  wisely,  that  the 
landd  so  taken  shall  not  be  less  than  four  rods,  (this  is  for 
the  protection  of  the  public,  I  take  it,)  nor  more  than  six 
rods  in  breadth  for  the  track,  exclusive  of  slopes  of  excava- 
tions and  embankments,  except  where  it  may  be  deemed 
advisable  to  alter  the  line  or  bend  of  any  public  or  private 
carriage  road,  &c.  And  at  each  station  a  sufficient  extent  for 
depot,  &c. 

Now  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  proved  beyond  all 
doubt  that  if  defendants  are  limited  in  the  quantity  of  land 
to  be  taken  under  the  last  clause  of  the  section,  plaintiff  at 
the  time  was  proprietor  of  the  further  end  of  the  wharf,  and 
I  hold  that  defendants  are  so  limited,  as  well  as  those  under 
whom  they  seek  to  justify.  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  or 
requisite  to  recapitulate  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses,  who 
testified  as  to  the  distance  from  the  centre  of  the  track 
wharf  ward,  and  clearly  by  no  construction  of  the  words  of  the 
statute  could  they  get  within  some  twenty  feet  and  upwards 
of  the  end  of  plaintiff's  wharf.  His  right  to  so  much  of  his 
wharf  as  the  statute  did  not  take  from  him  remained  with 
him,  no  matter  how  far  the  contractors  surveyed  beyond  the 
statutory  limits,  or  what  the  description  recorded  in  the 
Registry  of  Deeds  office.  The  survey  and  registration,  withiki 
the  language  of  the  statute,  passes  title  beyond  doubt,  but 
any  attempt  to  overreach  the  statute  by  including  larger 
quantities,  and  taking  possession  of  private  domains  there* 

under,  must  be  futile, 
IB* 
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Thas  much  for  plaintifTs  title.  Now  as  to  the  other 
branch  of  the  ca^e.  "Wharfage,"  says  Worcester,  in  his 
Dictionary,  "  is  the  fee  paid  for  loading  goods  on  a  wharf  or 
shipping  them  off/'  and  for  this  he  cites  the  Cyclopaedia  of 
Commerce,  and  "  Dockage  "  he  defines  as  charge  for  the  use  of 
a  dock  for  ships.  These,  I  apprehend,  are  as  well  the  l^fal 
as  the  popular  constructions  of  the  terms  '* wharfage^  and 
<*  dockage."  The  contention  on  the  part  of  defendants' 
counsel  was,  that  under  the  evidence  and  the  law  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  wharfage  or  dockage  in  this  action.  But 
my  researches  leave  not  H  shadow  of  a  doubt  on  my  mind 
that  not  only  can  wharfage,  warehouse  use,  knoorage  of  ships, 
and  the  like,  be  recovered  under  counts  of  Indebitattia 
A$8ump9it,  but  that  it  is  the  proper  form  of  proceeding,  and 
the  very  one  a  skilled  pleader  would  adopt  See  Chvtbfs 
Pleading,  vol.  2,  p.  29,  6th  American  ed.,  from  5th  Lovidan 
ad.  The  defendants'  having  used  and  enjoyed  the  plaintiflTs 
wharf  and  premises  as  in  this  case,  the  law  raises  an 
implied  contract  that  they  will  pay  a  reasonable  sum  for  their 
use  and  occupation  of  them.  The  books  of  forms  from 
Morgan  down  to  BuUen  &  LeaJee,  are  uniform  in  furnishing  a 
count  in  IndebHatiis  Aseumpsit,  as  that  under  which 
wharfage,  lighterage,  and  warehouse  room  are  to  be  recovered. 
Doomage,  the  use  of  buoys  and  sea-marks,  moorage,  pilotage 
and  salvage,  are  all  recoverable  in  like  manner.  CL  PL, 
vol.  2,  p.  65.  Then  again  Sdwyn  in  hb  last  edition,  If.  P., 
p.  85,  says  it  lies  for  tolls,  such  as  passing  along  a  way,  that 
is,  passing  over  the  soil  of  another  in  a  way  not  a  highway ; 
for  storage,  by  the  owner  of  a  market,  and  that  without  any 
contract  between  him  and  the  owner  of  the  stall ;  for  weighing. 

Having  clearly,  as  I  think,  shown  that  the  title  to  the 
wharf,  or  a  portion  of  it,  is,  and  ever  for  the  la.<5t  forty  years 
has  been  in  plaintiff, — and  it  is  here  defendants'  contention 
fails  them, — ^I  see  nothing  in  this  case  to  take  it  out  of  the 
ordinary  daily  transactions  in  every  sea-port, — never,  so  far  as 
I  have  ever  known,  questioned  before, — the  right  of  a. wharf- 
inger to  recover  his  wharfage.  I  think  the  rule  niei  for  a 
new  trial  should  be  discharged  with  costs. 
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If  to  nol  oomiMtent  to  the  Court  to  set  aside  an  award  for  error  of  JudgioMit  on  the  part 
•I  arUtnton  In  the  abeenoe  of  mlscondttct  or  mistake. 

▲n  avaid  will  not  be  set  aside  or  sent  back  fomefflect  on  the  part  Of  arbitrators  to  deeMe 
■eparately  each  of  several  matters  referred  to  them,  when  it  is  not  clearly  expresMd  in  the 
miscenee  that  the  matters  referred  are  to  be  so  decided. 

RrrcHiE,  E.J.,  now,  (July  15th,  1873,)  delivered  judg- 
ment aa  follows: — 

The  application  in  this  case  is  to  set  aside  the  award  made 
therein,  on  the  following  grounds,  viz.,  that  one  of  the  arbi- 
trators and  the  umpire  were  guilty  of  partiality  and  gross 
misconduct ;  that  the  umpire  made  th«  award  without  hearing 
or  examining  the  evidence;  that  the  award  was  uncertain, 
and  did  not  decide  all  or  any  of  the  matters  referred ; 
that  the  award  was  not  made  in  the  terms  of  the  submission, 
which  required  an  award  in  relation  to  the  several  matters 
referred,  embracing  several  and  independent  interests ;  that 
it  was  not  final  on  all  the  matters  submitted. 

The  charge  of  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  arbitrator 
and  umpire,  by  whom  the  award  was  made,  has  been  satis- 
factorily answered.  They  seem  to  have  carefully  investi- 
gated the  matters  submitted  to  them,  and  to  have  exercised 
their  best  judgment  in  making  their  award,  and  if  they  have 
erred  in  the  conclusion  at  which  they  have  arrived,  it  is  not 
competent  for  us  to  set  aside  the  award  on  that  account,  in 
the  absence  of  mi^b^hduct  or  mistake.  It  was  to  their  judg- 
ment the  parties  voluntarily  referred  the  case. 

In  Hodkinaon  v.  Ferrier,  3  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  189,  Cocklmm,  C.  J., 
said :  "  We  have  no  jurisdiction.  The  modern  cases  cited 
ceilainly  go  the  length  of  deciding  this,  unless  there  be  some- 
thing on  the  face  of  the  awai*d  to  show  that  the  arbitrators 
proceeded  upon  grounds  which  are  not  sustainable  in  point  of 
law,  the  Court  will  not  entertain  the  objection  to  it.  The 
parties  here  have  selected  their  own  tribunal,  and  they  are 
bound  by  the  decision,  be  it  right  or  wrong."  All  the  Judges 
concurred,  and  Willea^  J.,  said :  "  The  parties  agreed  to  take 
the  opinion  of  the  arbitrator  instead  of  the  Court  and  jury. 
We  ehoald  be  acting  contrary  to  the  agreement  of  the  parties 
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and  without  jurisdiction ;  an  exception  has  been  introduced 
in  the  case  of  a  mistake  in  the  law  on  the  face  of  the  award, 
I  do  not  say  that  my  reason  assents  to  that  exception, — we 
are  bound  by  the  course  of  decisions.  I  regret  that  we  are 
80."    See  also  Phillips  v.  Evans,  12  M.  &  W.,  3G9. 

In  Woollenburg  v.  Lagene,  6  Taunt.,  254,  the  Court 
refused  to  grant  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  an  award  on  the 
ground  that  the  arbitrator  had  allowed  in  account  premiums 
of  insurance  on  an  illegal  voyage,  and  that  usurious  com- 
missions had  been  allowed.  Oibhs,  C.  J.,  saying :  "  We  see  no 
reason  to  grant  a  rule  which  ultimately  cannot  be  supported." 
In  Oldjleld  v.  Price,  6  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  647,  WiUes,  J.,  said  that 
"  if,"  in  that  case,  "  there  was  an  error,  it  was  either  an  error 
of  fact  as  to  the  value  of  the  articles,  or  an  error  in  law  as  to 
the  principle  upon  which  the  damages  ought  to  be  assessed ; 
in  either  case  the  Court  cannot  interfere." 

There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  the  least  foundation 
for  the  charge  that  the  umpire  made  the  awai*d  without 
having  heard  the  testimony.  The  two  arbitrators  agreed, 
with  the  consent  of  both  the  parties  to  the  reference,  to  go 
over  the  accounts  and  settle  all  items  upon  which  the  parties 
could  agree,  and  then  to  call  in  the  umpire,  and  after  explaining 
what  they  had  done,  examine  together  the  disputed  items  and 
hear  all  the  evidence  in  reference  to  them,  which  course  they 
pursued  without  any  objection  from  either  of  the  parties 
interested,  who  were  always  present  Mr.  McKarry,  indeed, 
says  that  his  co-arbitrator  Mr.  Smith,  in  explaining  to  the 
umpire  what  had  taken  place,  did  so  briefly,  and  in  such  a 
way  as  to  give  but  an  inadequate  idea  of  the  evidence ;  but 
the  only  witnesses  who  had  been  examined  before  the  refer- 
ence to  the  umpire,  were  re-examined  afterwards  in  his 
presence,  and  he  does  not  pretend  that  either  he  or  the  parties 
to  the  reference  made  the  slightest  objection  to  the  course 
pursued,  or  to  the  mode  in  which  the  umpire  was  informed  of 
what  had  taken  place,  and  there  was  nothing  to  have  pre- 
yented  McNarry  from  supplementing  any  omission.  It  would 
be  most  unreasonable,  and  in  my  opinion  most  unjust,  for 
either  of  the  parties,  after  thus  sanctioning  what  was  done, 
to  wait  to  see  the  result  of  the  reference,  and  if  unfavorable 
raiee  suoh  an  objection. 
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X  hav«  not  felt  it  necessary  to  advert  to  the  question  raised 
on  the  ai^ument,  how  far  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Mctfarry^  one 
of  the  arbitrators,  was  receivable  to  impeach  the  award  of 
the  umpire  and  his  co-arbitrator,  as  in  all  essential  particulars 
his  statements  tending  to  cast  imputations  upon  them,  and  to 
invalidate  the  award,  have  been  so  fully  answered.  The 
observations  of  Mr.  Baron  CUasby  in  the  Duke  ofBucdeuch  y. 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  L.  R.,  5  Eng.  &  Ir.  App.,  484-59 
bear  on  this  point,  as  well  as  on  the  concession  and  compromise 
which  must  often  take  place  both  in  awards  and  in  verdietSi 
of  which  so  much  complaint  was  made  in  this  case. 

A  more  important  question  for  consideration  is,  whether 
the  arbitrators  were  required  to  award  separately  on  each  of 
the  several  matters  submitted  to  them.  From  the  bond» 
under  which  the  reference  took  place,  it  would  appear  that 
several  distinct  accounts  and  matters  in  difference  between 
the  parties  were  submitted,  yet  no  rights  or  interest  except 
those  of  tl^e  two  parties  to  the  reference  were  to  be  affected 
by  the  award,  for,  though  matters  connected  with  the  estate 
of  the  late  Arthur  J.  Rickards,  of  which  they  were  executors^ 
were  among  those  submitted,  yet  the  arbitrators  were  simply 
to  ascertain  the  amount  or  balance,  if  any,  due  by  either  to 
the  other  of  them,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  will  of  the 
deceased,  so  that  awarding  a  lump  sum  as  due  by  one  to  the 
other  in  respect  of  all  the  matters  submitted,  would  work  no 
injustice  or  wrong  to  either  party,  and  no  question  of  costs 
can  depend  on  the  mode  in  which  the  award  is  made,  as 
whatever  the  result,  or  however  the  award  was  made,  each 
party  was  to  bear  one-half. 

On  the  argument  in  support  of  the  rule  much  reliance  was 
placed  on  the  case  of  SandaU  v.  Randall;  7  East,  81,  and 
Ryder  v.  Fisher,  8  Bing.,  N.  C,  874,  but  in  each  of  those 
cases  it  was  apparent  on  the  award  that  one  of  the  matters 
submitted  had  not  been  adjudicated  upon.  We  were  also 
referred  to  RuaeM  on  Avwrda,  and  that  author  says,  p.  252 : 
^*  An  arbitrator  may  award  one  sum  generally  in  respect  of  all 
money  claims  submitted  to  him,  unless  the  intention  of  the 
parties  as  expressed  by  the  submission  be  that  he  is  to  award 
separately  some  one  or  more  of  them,  or  that  there  is  some 
lilgal  neoessitj  for  his  doing  so,  as  for  instanoe^  to  deterndne 
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the  right  to  costs.  It  is  true/'  he  goefi  on  to  say,  "  that  if  the 
submission  be  anibif^uous  it  is  better  to  make  a  distinct 
adjudication  on  each  head." 

In  Hartnson  v.  Creswiek,  13  C.  B.,  414,  a  great  number  of 
cases  are  referred  to  on  this  point,  and  Parker  6.,  there  said : 
*'  The  award  is  good  notwithstanding  the  arbitrator  has.  not 
made  a  distinct  adjudication  on  each  or  any  of  the  several 
distinct  matters  submitted  to  him,  provided  it  does  not  appear 
that  he  has  excluded  any/'  and  in  the  case  before  us  it  is  not 
contended  that  any  have  been  excluded. 

The  case  of  Whitworth  v.  Hahe,  L.  R.,  1  Exch.,  257,  beara 
strongly  on  the  question.  There  the  motion  was  to  set  aside 
an  award  or  refer  it  Iiack  to  the  arbitrator,  on  the  ground  that 
he  had  not  found  each  matter  referred  to  him  separately.  By 
the  agreement  of  reference  after  the  recital  of  several  matters 
in  differenee  to  be  referred,  it  was  agreed  that  the  claims  and 
demands  of  Halse  against  Whitworth  in  respect  of  the  differ- 
ences and  matters  aforesaid,  and  all  matters  in  dispute  between 
them,  and  the  amount  to  be  fixed  for  certain  shares  which 
were  to  be  transferred  should  be,  and  the  same  were  thereby 
referred,  and  the  arbitrators  awarded  that  Whitworth  should 
pay  to  Halse  £22,973  in  full  satisfaction  c{  all  claims  and 
demands  of  Halse  against  Whitworth  in  respect  of  the  differ* 
ences  and  matters  mentioned  and  all  other  matters  in  dispute^ 
including  the  amount  to  be  paid  for  the  shares,  &;c.  It  waa 
urged  in  support  of  the  rule  that  the  award  did  not  state 
*what  amount  was  to  be  paid  on  account  of  the  shares,  which 
had  been  referred  as  a  distinct  matter,  and  ought  therefore  to 
be  so  found ;  and  the  two  cases  cited  to  us  (Eandall  v» 
BandaU  and  Ryder  v.  Fisher)  were  relied  on.  tt  was  also 
contended  there  that,  without  knowing  the  amount  to  be  paid 
for  the  shares,  it  was  impossible  to  prepare  the  trannfer,  as  the 
Stamp  Act  required  the  consideration  to  be  truly  expressed 
in  the  instrument  of  conveyance.  The  Gonrt  nevertheless 
held  the  award  to  be  good,  and  that  an  award  should  not  be 
set  aside  unless  it  was  perfectly  clear  that  it  was  improperly 
made,  and  open  to  an  objection  which  could  he  raised  in  an 
action  brought  to  enforce  it ;  and  we  may  adopt  the  language 
of  Baron  BramweU,  who  said :  "  If  it  had  been  clearly 
expressed  in  the  reference  that  the  arbitoatora  should  dedda 
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each  separate  luaiter  referred  to  them,  the  award  must  either 
have  been  set  aside  or  sent  back  to  the  arbitrators,  but  as  it  is 
not  clear  we  cannot  do  so." 

As  to  the  award  being  final  on  all  the  matters  submitted, 
there  seems  to  me  to  be  no  question.  It  is  not  asserted  that 
all  matters  referred  were  not  considered  and  adjudicated  upon 
in  fact,  and  the  award  states  that  Walter  Rickards,  after 
crediting  him  with  all  credits  to  which  he  is  entitled,  is 
indebted  to  Jos.  S.  Rickarda  in  the  sum  of  S7000,  which  we 
award  to  be  paid  by  the  said  TT.  TT.  Rickarda  to  the  said 
Jos,  S.  Rickarda^  in  full  of  all  the  matters  submitted  to  us  by 
the  said  bond. 

We  are,  therefore^  of  opinion  that  the  rule  should  be 
discharged  with  costs. 


THE    QUEEN   v.   BLACK. 

Dvanm  vm  oonTietod  of  luivinf  nodrtd  etftoin  pUtoi  cotvtmI  wifh  imalgMn,  gtolm 
fRxn  a  cradifaif  mOI,  kmovinf  them  to  hare  heen  itolen.  An  appUoatlon  was  made  by  the 
ifapler  Qold  Mlntog  Company  lOr  reeUtatlon  to  them  of  a  bar  off  gold  extracted  by  defendant 
Ifom  the  amalgam.  It  beinn  naeertain  whether  the  Company  or  one  Shaffer  were  the  partlef 
pcoperijr  entitled  to  the  gold,  it  was  ordered  that  the  gold  be  handed  over  to  the  Company 
■  «iid  Shaffer'on  their  Joint  receipt,  or  to  the  Company  with  the  ssnotlon  of  Shaffer. 

BrrcHiE,  E.  J.,  now,  (July  15tfa,  1873,)  delivered  judgment 
as  follows: — 

This  is  an  application  made  on  behalf  of  the  Napier  Odd 
Mining  Corrvpamy  for  a  bar  of  gold  now  in  Court,  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  the  property  of  that  company,  the  gold 
having  been  extracted  from  certain  plates  forming  part  of  a 
crushing  mill  of  which  the  company  was  owner.  The  gold 
was  found  in  the  possession  of  Black,  the  prisoner,  who  was 
convicted  of  having  received  the  plates  knowing  them  to 
have  been  stolen. 

The  application  is  made  under  chapter  31  of  the  Dominion 
Acts  of  1869 ^  section  113,  which  provides  that  if  any  person 
is  indicted  for  knowingly  receiving  stolen  goods  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  owner,  and  is  convicted,  the  property  shall  bo 
ifestored  to  the  owner ;  and  the  Court  before  whom  the  party 
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is  tried  may  award  writs  of  restitution  or  order  restitution  in 
a  summary  manner. 

In  the  indictment  against  Black  there  were  counts  for 
stealing  the  plates  and  the  gold,  and  counts  for  feloniously 
receiving  them,  but  the  only  counts  on  which  he  was  found 
guilty  were  those  for  having  feloniously  received  the  plates 
knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen.  In  all  the  counts  of  the 
indictment  the  property  is  laid  as  that  of  TTm.  E,  Shaffer^ 
and  the  crushing  mill  from  which  the  plates  were  taken  as 
belonging  to  him.  The  jury  have  found,  and  the  evidence 
fully  justified  them  in  finding,  that  the  plates  were  stolen  and 
were  received  by  Black,  he  well  knowing  them  to  have  been 
stolen,  and  the  evidence  before  us  shows  that  the  gold  now 
applied  for  was  extracted  by  Black  from  the  plates  he  so 
received.  The  difliculty  which  has  pressed  itself  on  ray  mind 
is  how  we  can  comply  with  the  application  of  the  Napier 
Gold  Mining  Company  and  order  the  gold  to  be  delivered 
to  them.  Not  only  was  the  propert}^  treated  as  Shaffei'*8  in 
the  indictment,  but  the  evidence  before  us  would  rather  lead 
to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  so  in  fact.  Fraser,  a  member  of 
the  company,  says  Shaffer  was  in  the  exclusive  possession  of 
the  crushing  mill  and  all  the  mining  property  of  the  company, 
and  had  been  since  September^  I87I  i  he  does  not  say  upon 
what  terms,  but  Shaffer  himself  says  that  he  was  in  exclusive 
possession  of  them  when  the  plates  were  stolen,  that  he  had 
taken  them  for  a  year,  and  that  his  possession  covered  the 
crusher,  and  that  he  was  working  it  crushing  gold.  He 
describes  the  plates  as  of  copper,  so  arranged  as  to  catch  the 
gold  that  escaped  from  the  batteries  while  the  quartz  was 
being  crushed;  that  they  became  valuable  by  use  as  they 
acquired  a  coating  of  amalgam  consisting  of  gold  and  quick- 
silver, and  that  there  was  an  accumulation  of  this  on  the 
plates  in  question,  and  we  are  told  that  the  gold  and  quick- 
silver was  obtained  from  the  plates  by  scraping  them.  We 
have  not  been  informed  whether  or  not  this  scraping  would 
injure  them  or  whether  the  lessee  had  or  had  not  the  right  to 
scrape  them  from  time  to  time  during  bia  lease  and  obtain  the 
gold  from  them. 

In  the  uncertainty  in  which  this  question  is  left  by  the 
evidence^  coupled  with  the  statement  in  the  indictment  that 
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both  the  plates  and  the  gold  were  the  property  of  Shaffer,  we 
cannot,  I  think,  order  the  gold  to  be  handed  over  to  the 
Napier  Gold  Mining  Company^  The  re-delivery  of  the  gold 
to  Black,  under  the  circumstMices,  appears  to  me  to  be  out  of 
the  question.  Assuming,  as  we  are  justifiedin  doing  from  the 
evidence  before  us,  that  it  is  the  identical  gold  taken  from  the 
plates  he  has  been  convicted  of  having  feloniously  received 
knowing  the  same  to  have  been  stolen,  and,  as  the  gold 
belongs  to  Shaffer, or  the  Napier  Gold  Mining  Company,  it 
may  be  delivered  to  them  on  their  joint  receipt,  or  to  the 
company,  with  the  sanction  of  Shaffer. 


TAYLOR   V.   ARCHIBALD. 

PLAiSTtfr  and  defendant  entered  upon  land  onder  cUime  off  title  derived  from  the  mom 
uneeeter,  end  exerclaed  etmilar  aoti  of  ownenhtx>.  Some  yean  after  hie  entrj  plaintiff  received 
a  deed  of  the  land  from  an  unole  who,  though  he  claimed  the  whole  wee  entitled  at  moel  to 
one-half.  After  the  making  of  the  deed  and  down  to  the  tfane  of  bringing  the  action,  both 
partiee  continued  to  exerdae  acta  of  ownerihip,  ai  before. 

Held,  (WiLKDii,  J.,  diasentlng,)  that  plaintiff  had  not  tneh  an  ezdlniive  poifcewion  of  the 
lot  aa  entitled  hhn  to  bring  treepaai  agaioet  defendant 

RrrcHiE,  E.  J.,  now,  (July  16th,  1873,)  delivered  judgment 
as  follows : — 

This  was  an  action  of  trespa<3S  to  land,  and  the  plaintiff  in 
support  of  his  case  produced  a  deed  from  Archibald  Taylor 
to  himself,  dated  7th  January,  1846,  of  premises  described  as 
follows:  *'A11  the  back  lands  in  the  township  of  Truro 
belonging  to  the  estate  of  the  late  McUthew  Taylor,"  which 
W&9  registered  on  the  20th  February,  1857.  The  land  in 
dispute  lies  on  WiUon*8  Mountain,  in  the  township  of  Truro, 
and  is  said  to  be  a  back  lot. 

The  plaintiff,  after  he  obtained  the  deed,  cleared  four  or 
five  acres,  and  had  a  surveyor  to  run  round  the  lot  thirty-four 
years  ago,  which  would  be  about  ten  years  before  the  date  of 
the  deed.  He  also  says  he  first  chopped  on  the  land  fifty 
years  ago,  and  at  the  time  of  the  survey  had  between  three 
and  four  acres  in  grain  and  under  fences.  These  fences  have 
gone  down,  and  for  the  last  twenty-!our  years  he  has  only  cut 
wood  upon  the  lot    It  appears,  however,  from  the  plaintiff's 
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teiitimony,  that  David  Archibald^  the  father  of  the  defendant, 
cat  wood  on  the  lot  twenty  or  thirty  years  ago,  and  that  the 
defendant  has  cut  wood  on  it  for  several  years  past,  claiming 
a  right  to  do  so.  Archibald  Taylor,  who  gave  the  deed  to 
the  plaintiff,  his  nephew,  was  a  son  of  Matthew  Taylor, 
deceased,  and  the  defendant's  mother  was  a  daughter  of  a 
brother  of  the  plaintiff  and  an  heir  at  law  of  the  old  man, 
Matthew  Taylor,  under  whom  plaintiff'  says  he  tirst  took 
possession.  A  plan  was  produced  and  received  in  evidence, 
but  unconnected  as  it  is  with  any  grant  in  proceedings  in 
partition,  it  cannot  of  itself  be  evidence  of  title  in  the  grand- 
father of  the  plaintiff*,  and  I  do  not  see  that  it  could  be  held 
to  have  that  effisct,  considering  the  relationship  of  both  the 
contending  parties  to  him. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  evidence  of  possession 
in  himself,  or  at  any  rate  of  a  concurrent  possession  with  the 
plaintiff,  is  so  strong  that  unless  the  plaintiff  can  show  an 
exclusive  title  in  himself,  he  can,  I  think,  have  no  right  to 
maintain  this  action. 

Independently  of  the  testimony  of  the  defendant  himself, 
who  proves  that  his  father  was  in  possession  of  the  lot  as 
long  as  he  can'  remember,  and  that  nobody  disputed  his  claim, 
BX^d  that  he  hauled  wood  off  it  every  year  while  he  lived,  and 
that  he,  the  defendant,  had  done  the  same  since,  a  witness 
testifies  that  he  knew  the  lot  forty-five  years  ago,  and  remem- 
bers a  clearing  on  it  made  by  JD.  &  Archibald,  the  father  of 
the  defendant,  which  he  (witness)  helped  to  fence  thirty-five 
or  thirty-six  years  ago,  and  that  every  year  as  regularly  as 
winter  came  round  he  cut  and  hauled  wood  off  it,  no  person 
interfering  with  him.  Another  witness  who  testifies  both  as 
to  the  clearing  and  the  cutting  by  the  father  of  the  defendant, 
says  that  he  never  knew  the  Taylors  doing  anything  on  the 
lot  before  eighteen  years  ago ;  since  then  they  have  cut  on 
the  land,  and  he  has  seen  them  and  defendant's  father  on  the 
land  together  within  speaking  distance,  cutting  and  taking 
wood  off.  This  witness  says  he  came  to  the  neigbourhood 
twenty-two  ov  twenty-three  years  ago,  and  the  first  j-ear  he 
lived  with  defendant's  father,  who  then  cut  and  hauled  wood 
from  the  lot,  and  continued  to  do  so  till  he  died.  And  that 
there  was  a  clearing  called  the  David  S.  clearing  when  he 
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went  to  the  neighbourhood,  and  that  about  eighteen  years  ago 
there  was  one  made  by  Taylor. 

The  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  told  the  jury  that 
the  plaintiff  appeared  before  them  with  a  deed  and  docu- 
mentary title  which  the  law,  under  circumstances  like  the 
present,  always  respected ;  and  that  the  defendant's  position 
was  very  different,  and  that  in  arriving  at  their  verdict  this 
was  an  element  which  should  have  its  proper  weight.  But 
was  this  in  fact  the  relative  position  of  the  two  parties  ?  The 
defendant  does  not,  it  appears  to  me,  come  before  the  Court  in 
the  light  of  a  mere  trespasser  and  the  plaintiff  alone  clothed 
with  title  ;  the  latter  says  he  first  enterexl  many  years  before 
he  got  a  deed  from  his  uncle  as  an  heir  at  law  of  his  grand- 
father, and  all  the  deed  could  give  him  was  the  additional 
interest  of  his  uncle,  who  was  a  co-heir  with  him  and  with 
defendants'  mother,  who  was  dead  when  the  deed  was  given, 
leaving  her  husband  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  and  the  defendant 
his  heir  at  law,  both  of  whom  claimed  the  land  and  exercised 
acts  of  ownership  over  it 

Both  parties,  therefore,  went  in  under  claim  of  title,  and 
it  would  seem  that  until  this  action  was  brought  each  respected 
the  right  of  the  other  to  cut  on  the  land.  I  am  of  opinion 
therefore  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  established  such  an 
exclusive  possession  of  the  lot  in  question  as  entitled  him  to 
bring  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  defendant 

DesBabres,  J. — This  was  an  action  of  trespass  against 
defendant  for  breaking  and  entering  plaintiff's  dope,  cutting 
down  his  trees,  ete.,  and  converting  to  his  own  use  the 
timber  and  wood  arising  thei-efrom.  It  was  tried  before 
Mr.  Justice  McCuUy  at  2Vuix>,  a  verdict  was  given  for 
plaintiff  and  a  rule  taken  under  the  stetute  to  set  it  aside, 
which  was  argued  in  December  term  last  The  first  ground 
of  objection  token  to  the  verdict  at  the  argument  was  that 
there  was  no  proof  of  title  in  plaintiff,  and  no  proof  of  title  in 
Matthew  Taylor^  through  whom  the  plaintiff  derived  his  title. 
Secondly,  if  there  was  any  proof  of  title  that  defendant  was  ten- 
ant in  common  with  plaintiff,  and  therefore  the  action  would 
not  lie.  Whether  the  land  in  dispute  is  in  or  has  passed  from  the 
Crown,  is  a  fact  of  which  we  are  not  informed,  no  grant  or 
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copy  of  grant  having  been  offered  or  produced  at  the  tnal  by 
either  party.  The  only  piece  of  testimony  from  which  it  may 
be  inferred  that  the  Crown  had  parted  with  its  right  to  the 
land  is  a  plan  of  partition  tendered  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff 
under  chap.  135,  sec  39  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  received 
by  consent,  on  which  is  marked  the  names  of  Matthew  Taylor 
and  William  Fisher,  as  the  persons  to  whom  the  lot  of  land 
in  question,  known  as  lot  No.  10,  was  laid  offl  It  appears 
from  the  report  of  the  learned  Judge  that  MaUhew  Taylor, 
the  allottee  and  grand-iather  of  the  plaintiff,  married  the 
daughter  of  William  Fisher,  the  joint  allottee  with  him,  by 
whom  he  had  four  sons,  David  the  father  of  the  plaintiff, 
Archibald,  and  two  others,  whose  names  are  not  given. 
David  and  Archibald  alone  survived  their  father,  at  whose 
death  and  at  the  death  of  their  mother  they  became  entitled 
to  the  whole  of  the  lot,  there  being  no  proof  that  these  two 
brothers  not  named  left  any  heirs ;  for  one-half  of  it  in  right 
of  their  father  and  the  other  half  in  right  of  their  mother  the 
heir  of  William  Fisher.  David  Taylor  died,  leaving  five 
children,  including  the  plaintiff  and  the  father  of  defendant's 
mother.  After  the  death  of  David,  the  brother  of  Archibald, 
the  latter  who  survived  him,  though  only  entitled  at  most  tb 
one-half,  claimed  the  whole  of  the  lot  and  sold  and  conveyed 
it  to  his  nephew,  the  plaintiff,  by  deed  dated  the  7th  of 
January,  1846,  The  plaintiff,  it  appears,  asserting  his  right 
of  property  over  the  lot  had,  several  years  before  the  purchase 
of  it  from  his  uncle,  entered  upon,  cleared  and  taken  crops 
from  two  or  three  acres  of  it,  and  also  from  time  to  time  as 
he  required  it,  cut  and  carried  away  wood  for  fuel  and  other 
purposes  therefrom. 

In  April,  1869,  the  plaintiff- sold  and  conveyed  to  one 
Joseph  Cameron,  one-half  .of  this  lot,  and  he  has  brought  the 
present  action  for  trespass  alleged  to  have  been  committed 
thereon  by  defendant  previous  to  that  sale.  He  now  claims 
the  remaining  half  part  of  the  lot,  and  the  question  is  whether 
his  claim,  as  against  the  defendant  who  also  claims  a  right  in 
the  lot  as  tenant  in  common  with  plaintiff,  is  of  such  a 
character  as  to^  entitle  the  latter  to  maintain  the  present 
action.  The  defendant  claims  an  interest  in  the  lot  in  right:- 
of  his  mother  who ' was  a  daughter  of  plaintiff's  brother  and' 


JULY,   1873.  237 

married  one  David.  8.  Archibald,  (now  deceased,)  the  father 
of  defendant,  and,  as  such  daughter,  was  entitled  to  her 
father's  share  and  interest  in  this  wood  lot  It  is  true  the 
defendant's  interest  in  this  lot  containing  only  about  100 
acres,  of  which  David  Taylor,  his  mother's  grandfather,  only 
owned  one-half,  is  small,  but  small  and  of  little  value,  as  it 
may  be,  it  appears  the  defendant's  father  for  many  years 
asserted  his  right,  and  defendant  since. bis  father's  death  has 
continued  to  assert  his  right  in  it  by  exercising  acts  of  owner- 
ship over  the  lot  and  cutting  and' carrying  away  from  year  to 
year  wood  therefrom  in  the  same  manner  as  the  plaintiff  did. 

The  learned  Judge  before  whom  this  cause  was  tried  drew 
the  attention  of  the  jury  to  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  claimed 
under  a  deed,  which  at  least  gave  him  a  colorable  title  to  the 
whole  lot,  and  explained  to  them  the  difference  between,  a 
possession  taken  under  such  a  title  and  one  like  that  taken  by 
defendant,  who  had  entered  on  the  lot  to  cut  and  carry  away 
wood  from  time  to  time  without  any  paper  title  to  base  his 
acts  upon,  which  he  said  could  only  therefore  be  regarded  as 
acts  of  trespass,  at  all  events  as  doubtful  acts  of  possession. 
There  is  a  great  diflference  between  an  entry  on  land  under 
color  of  title  and  an  entry  without  any, pretence  of  claim; 
but  in  this  case  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  entries  of 
both  parties  were  at  first  under  a  claim  of  title  derived  from 
the  same  ancestor,  old  Matthew  Taylor,  the  grandfather  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  great  grandfather  of  defendant's  mother,  in 
whose  right  the  latter  claimed,  and  having  so  entei*ed  and 
both  parties  having  exercised  the  same  acts  of  ownership 
over  the  land  as  tenants  in  comjnon,  I  do  not  see  how  the 
present  action  can  be  maintained  against  defendant  as  a 
trespasser.  If  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  had  been  an 
exclusive  possession,  it  would,  under  chapter  12,  sections  5  and 
7  of  the  Act  of  1866,  have  been  considered  adverse  to,  and 
operated  as  a  disseisin  of  defendant  notwithstanding  the 
existence  of  the  tenancy  in  common ;  but  I  do  not  think  the 
possession  which  the  plaintiff  really  had  w^as  exclusive,  it 
was,  in  my  view,  a  concurrent  possession  with  defendant, 
and  nothing  more. 

I  am  of  opinion,  on  consideration  of  the  whole  case,  that 
there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial. 
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WiLKiKS,  J^  dissentiente, — In  ihveatigating  this  case  I 
have  found  that  an  inquiry  is  necessitated  into  principles 
and  cases  which,  to  a  certain  extent,  are  peculiar  to  some 
of  the  Courts  of  the  American  Union,  relatively  to  their 
administration  of  the  law  of  real  property.  How  far  these 
peculiarities  have  been,  or  are  to  be,  recognized  in  our 
Court,  is  a  question  important  to  be  decided,  and  one 
that  is.  caiaed  in  the  case  under  consideration.  The  learned 
Judge  who  tried  this  cause  contrasted,  and  favorably 
to  the  plaintiff,  the  position  of  the  parties  on  the  point  of 
apparent  acts  of  dominion  exercised  by  them  on  the  land  in 
question.  He  told  the  jury  in  effect  that  inasmuch  as  all 
such  acts  done  by  plaintiff  since  the  date  of  a  deed  which  he 
held  of  the  lot,  were  done  by  one  who  had  that  deed,  (even 
assuming  it  to  be  a  defective  deed)  those  acts  so  done  by  him 
established  a  legal  possession  of  the  whole  lot  as  against  the 
defendant,  who  had  since  the  time  when  that  deed  was  given 
done  similar  acts  on  the  land,  and  the  acts  which  constituted 
the  alleged  trespass,  without  showing  any  paper  title  what- 
ever. If  the  established  doctrine,  not  merely  of  MassachUf^ 
setts,  but  of  the  Sapreme  Court  of  the  Union,  governs  the 
case,  as  an  adopted  authority,  the  jury  were  rightly  instructed. 
In  lessee  of  Clarke  v.  Cov^rtenay,  5  Peters,  354,  Mr.  Justice 
Story  thus  expressed  the  judgment  of  the  Court  on  the  point 
adverted  to :  '*  Where  a  person  enters  into  land  under  a  deed 
or  title  his  possession  is  construed  to  be  co-extensive  with  his 
deed  or  title ;  and  although  the  deed  or  title  may  turn  out  to 
be  defective  or  void,  yet,  the  true  owner  will  be  disseised  to 
the  extent  of  the  boundaries  of  such  dead  or  title."  In  that 
case,  the  true  owner  is  disseised  to  that  extent ;  but  the  Court 
proceeded  strikingly  to  contrast  the  condition  of  him  who 
enters  without  claim  of  title.  Respecting  him  in  a  contention 
with  the  true  owner,  the  Court  said  :  "  If  a  mere  trespasser, 
without  any  daim  or  pretence  of  title,  enters  into  land  and 
holds  the  same  adversely  to  the  title  of  the  true  owner,  it  is 
an  ouster  or  disseisin  of  the  latter ;  but  in  such  case,  the  pos- 
session of  the  trespasser  is  bounded  by  the  actual  occupancy 
and  consequently  the  true  owner  is  not  disseised  except  as  to 
the  portion  so  occupied.^  From  this  it  is  evident  .that  dis- 
seisin, as  put  in  the  former  part  of  the  roles,  cannot  depend 
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on  the  degree  of  defectiveness  of  the  colorable  deed  or  title. 
The  most  defective  deed  must  necessarily  be  as  effective  to 
produce  the  legal  result  indicated  as  the  least  defective  one. 
The  Court  spoke  even  of  a  void  deed  or  title :  ''  All  that  the 
rationale  of  the  rule  exacts  is,  that  by  means  of  the  paper 
purporting  to  be  a  deed,  the  extent  of  the  possession  claimed^ 
to  be  taken  shall  be  made  to  appear."  It  would  be  irrational 
to  require  or  permit  a  defective  or  void  deed  to  be  produced 
for  any  other  purpose.  The  doctrine  as  above  stated  by  the 
Supreme  Federal  Court  hi^  been  recognized  in  New  Bi^nS'^ 
wick  in  lessee  of  DesBarres  v.  White,  1  Kerr,  603,  in  which 
case  Chipman,  C.  J.  cited  OUma/a  v.  KeUy,  (sittings  after 
Trinity,  1838),  in  which  it  had  been  ruled  *'that  wherever  ^a 
party  enters  on  land  under  a  deed  or  claim  of  title  with 
specific  boundaries,  the  possession  of  part  should  be  deemed 
possession  of  the  whole."  The  doctrine  in  question  seemed 
to  be  recognized  in  this  Province,  in  Cunard  v.  Irvine.  The 
following  authorities,  drawn  from  the  Maseachueetta  Reporte, 
demand  in  this  connexion,  careful  consideration :  WUleaion  ▼• 
Morse,  10  Met.,  17,  and  the  authorities  therein  reviewed, 
especially  Slayter  y.  Eawean,  6  Met.,  444,  and  the  cases 
noticed  by  the  Court  therein.  See  also  Slayter  v.  Jepheraonf 
6  Cush.,  129. 

Cunard  v.  Irvine  was  decided  by  this  Court  in  1853. 
The  plaintiff's  title  deduced  from  one  Logan,  who  in  the  year 
1811,  had  professed  to  convey,  by  deed  in  proof,  the  lot  of 
wild  land  in  question  to  Robie  and  Hutchinson,  was  perfect, 
with  the  exceptioa  that  no  seisin  in  Logan  appeared,  save  by 
an  inference  from  the  fact  of  his  having  conveyed.  The 
Court,  Haliburton,  C.  J.,  dubitante,  decided  that  no  seisin 
was  shewn.  Bliea,  J,,  said  :  "  The  conveyance  by  Logan, 
though  an  asertion  of  a  right,  is  not  necessarily,  to  say  the 
least  of  it,  evidence  that  he  had  a  right  to  convey."  To  have 
looked  to  Westminster  Hall  for  an  authority  on  the  point  of 
inquiry  applicable  to  the  forest  land  of  Ameinca  would  have 
been  hopeless,  and  the  Court  did  not  then  possess  the  facilities 
for  reference  to  authorities  in  the  Nova  Scotia  Courts  which 
we  now  have.  Yet  from  that  souice  an  authority  on  the 
very  point  might  then  have  been  obtained,  which  would  per- 
haps have  averted  a  decision  which  the  Court  reached 
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evident  reluctance.  I  must  indulge  the  pleasure  of  referring 
to  a  remark  made  by  C.  J.  HcUiburton  in  Cunard  v.  Irvine, 
because  it  is  characteristic  of  the  great  sagacity  of  bis  mind. 
He  said :  "  I  cannot  bring  myself  to  view  these  conveyances 
as  mere  nullities,  or  to  look  upon  the  conveyance  by  Logan  as 
a  fraud,  concocted  in  1811,  to  enable  an  ejectment  to  be 
brought  in  1852 ;"  and  then  he  added,  ''I  think  on  this  side 
the  Atlantic  the  conveyances  form  ^,  prima  fade  case,  which 
calls  upon  the  jfossessor  to  show  that  Logan  had  no  right  to 
convey  this  lot,  or  that  he,  the  defendant,  had  subsequently 
obtained  a  right  to  it  himself."  The  views  thus  expressed 
were  in  accordance  with  a  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Maeeackueetts  (of  which  our  Court  was  not  then  aware),  in 
Ward  V.  FuUer,  16  Kck..  187,  reviewed,  explained  and  con- 
firmed, awb  modo  at  least,  in^  WiUeeton  v.  Morse,  10  Met,  17. 
The  rule  as  laid  down  in  Pickering  is  in  these  words :  "  The 
rule  which  we  intend  hereby  to  establish  is,  that,  in  the 
absence  of  other  evidence,  the  deed  itself  raises  a  presumption 
that  the  grantee  had  sufficient  seisin  to  convey,  and  also 
operates  to  vest  the  legal  seisin  in  the  grantee.  That  rale 
in  the  case  last  referred  to  from  Metcalf  was  recognized  by 
the  same  Court  with  a  modification  to  be  implied,  perhaps 
from  these  words  of  the  Court,  viz.,  "This"  (the  rule)  "is 
true  undoubtedly,  as  to  ancient  deeds,  such  as  were  given  in 
evidence  in  that  case.  Whether  it  is  true  also  as  to  recent 
deeds  "  (the  deed  before  the  Court  was  only  four  years  old) 
**  may  be  more  doubtful."  The  deed  in  Cwnard  v.  Irvine  was 
upwards  of  forty  years  old,  and  that  with  which  we  have  to 
deal  in  thb  case  was  upwards  of  twenty-five  years  old  at  the 
trial. 

It  may  be  weU  to  remark,  that  in  almost  all  the  Maesa- 
ehuseUa  cases  where  a  deed  is  mentioned,  it  is  spoken  of  as  a 
recorded  deed.  This  is  because  by  one  of  their  statutes  great 
effica^  is  given  to  recording  where  the  grantor  has  a  good 
and  valid  title.  The  doctrine,  however,  enunciated  in  Ward 
V.  Futter  had  not,  and  could  not,  have  any  connection  with 
recording.  This  is  obvious  from  the  consideration  that  the 
gvantor  had  prima  facie  a  good  and  valid  title,  at  the  time  of 
tke  exeeatton.  wms  the  inference  drawn  from  the  act  of  execut- 
lag  tkftdoed,  which  was  an  act  antecedent  to  the  recording  of  it 


JULY,   1878.  241 

It  beoomes  neoeMary  for  me  to  notice  the  decifiion  in 
Boyd  V.  Millet,  given  in  the  last  term,  beeanae  it  bears  on  the 
present  subject  of  inqairj.  As.  in  that  ease  I  differed  from 
the  Chief  Justice  and  one  of  my  learned  brethren,  who  con« 
stituted  the  majority  that  decided  it,  I  feel  it  my  duty  to 
forbear  reasoning  upon  it  I  content  'myself  with  stating 
what  the  decision  was.  That  cause  had  been  twice  tried  and 
on  the  same  state  of  facts ;  but  a  circumstance  marked  the 
second  trial  which  essentially  distinguished  it  from  the  former 
trial.  I  allude  to  a  question  submitted  to  the  jury  at  the 
latter  trial  whicK  was  not  submitted  at  the  former  trial.  It 
will  be  noticed  presently.  The  plaintiff  in  ejectment  sought 
to  recover  "lot  04,  letter  D,  in  FalmouikJ*  The  following 
uncontradicted  facts  were  in  evidence :— When  the  whole  lot 
was  in  a  state  of  wilderness,  and  the  defendant  was  not  on 
the  lot  nor  had  any  connection  with  it,  the  plaintiff's  father 
had  hauled  timber  from  off  the  lot  to  his  mill.  At  the  time 
when  the  father  was  ad  engaged,  two  of  his  sons,  brothers  of 
the  plaintiff,  were  seen  in  the  act  of  cutting  on  the  lot. 
Belatively  to  that  act  of  the  father  the  Judge  put  this  ques- 
tion to  the  jury :  "  Did  old  Danisl  Boyd  haul  timber  from  off 
lot  64,  as  testified  to  by  plaintiff,  in  assertion  of  his  ownership 
of  the  lot  r  The  jury  answered  "  He  did."  On  the  6th 
March,  1844, — which  was  subsequent  to  the  act  of  hauling 
off,  when  the  defendant  was  not  living  on  the  land  nor  had 
any  connection  with  it,  nor  made  any  claim  to  it, — the  father 
of  the  plaintiff  (so  subsequently  found  to  have  previously 
asserted  a  right  to  the  lot  by  an  act  done  on  the  soil)  con- 
veyed in  fee  to  his  son  the  plaintiff  the  lot  in  question.  His 
deed  in  proof  described  it  as  **  described  in  the  plan  of  the 
township  of  Fcdmovih,  and  distinguished  by  letter  D,  con- 
taining 400  acres."  At  the  trial  the  plan  was  proved,  and  it 
established  the  identity  of  the  lot  with  the  corresponding  lot 
on  the  plan.  The  contents  of  the  lot  were  also  proved.  In 
1847  the  plaintiff,  having  the  deed,  caused  the  lot  to  be  sur- 
veyed, the  bounds  of  it  to  be  ascertained,  and  a  plan  of  it  to 
be  made,  which  was  exhibited  at  the  trial  by  the  surveyor 
who  made  it  At  that  time,  too,  the  defendant  had  no  con- 
nection with  the  land.    The  defendant  described  himself  as  a 

squatter  and  asserted  no  claim  of  title  to  the  land.    He  spoke 
16* 
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doubtfully  as  to  the  house  in  which  he  lived  being  on  the  lot. 
He  did  not  pretend  to  have  occupied  any  pait  of  the  land  for 
twenty  years.  He  then  described  the  nature  and  extent  of 
his  occupation.  "  I  have  twenty-five  or  thirty  acres  of 
clearing.  I  may  have  four  acres,  may  be  not  as  much,  may 
be  more,  under  the  plough ;  the  rest  (i,  e,,  relatively  to  the 
twenty-five  or  thirty  acres)  cut  over."  This  was  defendant's 
whole  case,  as  opposed  to  plaintiff's  claim  for  possession  of  a 
lot  proved  to  contain  400  acres.^-a  claim  founded  on  his 
father's  deed  professing  to  give  him  title  of  the  whole  lot, — 
on  his  own  act  subsequent  to  the  acquisition  of  his  deed,  viz., 
surveying  the  lot,  then  in  a  state  of  wilderness.  The  Judge 
told  the  jury  that  if  they  answered  affiimatively  the  particular 
xjuestion  he  put  to  them,  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for 
the  whole  lot.  They  found  accordingly;  but  the  Court  set 
the  verdict  aside.  I  may  as  well  mention  (though  the  doc- 
trine to  which  I  am  about  to  refer  has  perhaps  no  bearing  on 
Taylor  v.  Archibald)  that  it  seems  now  the  settled  doctrine 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  MaasachiLsetta  that  he  who  first 
enters  on  wilderness  land,  and  does  any  act  of  ownership 
thereon,  ar^imo  damandi,  though  without  any  colorable  paper 
title,  is  seized  of  the  whole  lot  claimed  by  him  as  against  him 
who  subsequently  enters  on  the  possession  of  the  first  occu- 
pant. Slayter  v.  Rawaon,  6  Met,  444,  confirmed  in  WiUeaton 
V.  Morae^  10  Met.,  17.  It  may  be  well  to  consider  whether 
(although  a  foreign  judgment  respecting  real  estate  has  no 
intrinsic  authority  with  us)  it  may  not  be  expedient  to  adopt 
judicially,  when  a  case  may  arise,  a  decision  of  the  enlightened 
Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts,  which  is  not  opposed  to  our 
circumstances  or  condition,  if  the  decision  be  of  such  a  nature 
and  in  such  a  matter  as  that  one  on  the  same  subject  would 
be  not  likely  to  be  found  among  the  precedents  in  Westminster 
Hall. 

After  these  preliminary  views  of  the  law,  I  pass  on  to  an 
examination  of  the  case  before  us.  The- learned  Judge,  I 
think,  was  fully  warranted  to  consider  the  plan,  admitted  as 
it  was,  as  evidence  in  the  cause.  It  does  not  appear  to  me, 
however,  to  be  indispensible  to  the  establishment  of  the 
plaintifiTs  case.  It  is  dated  as  far  back  as  1780»  and  would 
purport,  as  reported,  to  be  the  result  of  a  division  of  the  town- 
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ship  under  writ  of  partition.    It  was  produced,  too,  from  that 
office  which  would  be  its  proper  place  of  deposit,  if  duly 
certified  ; — ^marked  on  its  face  in  lot  "  No.  lO,**  allotted  to  one 
who  is  proved  to  have  been  the  grandfather  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  to  one  William  Fisher.    The  plaintiff  relied  on  a  deed 
proved,  and  dated  the  7th  January,  1846,  by-  which  Archibald 
Taylor,  in  consideration  of  £8,  conveyed  to  him  in  fee  '*  all 
the  back  lands  in  the  township  of  Tnuro,  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  the  late  Matthew  Taylor^*    It  was  proved  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  grandson  of  the  MatHiew  Taylor  named  in  the 
plan, — ^that  he  was  dead  at  the  execution  of  the  deed, — that 
the  feoffor  in  the  deed  named  was  an  uncle  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  at  the  execution  of  it  the  only  one  of  old  Mattfieu^*9 
children  then  living.    The  jury  found  a  sufficient  evidence  of 
the  identity  of  *'  the  back  lands  of  Matthew  Taylor  "  with  lot 
No.  10  of  the  plan.    The  parties,  and  the  witnesses  on  both 
sides^  spoke  of  that  lot  as  the  same  with  the  lot  in  dispute. 
The  plaintiff  was  proved  to  have  exercised  acts  of  possession 
on  the  lot  long  previous  to  the  commencement  of  his  title, 
under  his  grandfather,  while  at  or  immediately  before  the 
execution  of  the  deed  to  him  he  was  invested  with  seisin  of 
the  lot  by  his  uncle,  when  they  were  both  on  the  land.    At 
that  time,  when  the  external  bounds  of  the  lot  were  suffi- 
ciently marked  to  be  easily  discemable,  the  feoffor,  proved 
to  have  returned  to  the  county  of  Colchester  from  a  distant 
county  in  which  he  had  been  living,  for  the  purpose  of  looking 
after  this  land,  re{iaired  to  it  with  the  plaintiff  on  the  day 
before  the  deed  was  executed.    The  defendant  was  not  then 
living  on  the  lot,  or  near  it    A  defiued  blazed  line  was  then 
apparent,  separating  the  lot  from  the  adjoining  lot.     The 
plaintiff  said :  *'  We  found  the  four  comers^  of  the  lot-  when 
my  unde  was  there, — we  were  on  it  and  across  ifc**    From 
this  it  is  clear  that  the  uncle,  contemporaneously  with  the 
delivery  of  the  deed,  put  the  plaintiff  in  possession  of  lot  No. 
10  in  connection  with  the  deed.    That  point  of  identity  is 
confirmed  by  the  evidence  of  leaac  N.  Archibald,  who  said, 
*'  I  know  the  lot  in  question.    I  have  onea<iyoining,    I  know 
the  lines.    My  north  line  is  the  aotiih  line  of  the  lot"    That 
that  lot  constituted  a  part  of  the  back  lands  of  old  Matthew 
Taylor,  was  clearly  proved.    The  jury  toO|  must  be  taken  to 
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have  found  that  fact  The  lot  was  proved  to  be  a  100  acre 
lot  called  '*  back  land^**  The  grandfather  was  seised  of  it  fifty 
years  before  the  trial,  as  the  plaintiff  swore  lie  took  possessioii 
under  the  grandfather-at  that  time.  The  seisin  thereof,  there- 
fore presumably  continued  in  the  grandfather  so  long  as  the 
title  remained  in  him.  The  plaintiff  swears  that  when  he  got 
his  deed  and  took  possession  under  it  from  his  uncle,  the 
uncle  said  he  was  the  best  owner.  He  may  have  been  so  in 
law,  by  title  derived  from  his  father.  One  of  his  heirs-at-law 
he  certainly  was.  If  defendant  cannot  shew  a  better  title 
than  that  thus  derived  to  the  plaintiff,  he  cannot  be  heard  to 
cut  down  the  presumption  arising  from  the  deed  and  posses- 
sion of  the  whole  lot  taken  under  it    The  evidence  of  seisin 

■ 

of  the  lot  in  the  plaintiff  as  also  in  him  from  whom  he  took 
the  deed  was  sufficient  to  warrant  the  verdict,  if  the  doctrine 
of  the  IJ.  S.  Courts,  which  I  have  noticed  is  to  govern  our 
decision,  and,  as  the  original  possession  of  the  lot  was  shown 
to  be  in  old  Matthew  Taylor^  and  in  him  alone,  so  Ear  as  there 
is  evidence  of  actual  possession,  the  plan,  though  it  was»  as 
introduced  into  the  case  as  evidence,  might  be  eliminated  from 
our  consideration. 

Let  us  now  turn  to  the  defendant's  case,  and  survey  the 
position  occupied  by  him  under  the  •evidence.  All  his  acts 
and  those  of  his  fatiier  (deceased)  done  on  the  land  since  1846, 
when  plaintiff  got  his  deed  (and  they  consisted  of  partial 
clearing  and  repeated  acts  of  cutting  trees  and  carrying  them 
away)  wore  done  contentiously  and  adversely  as  regards  the 
plaintiff,  and  it  is  a  settled  principle  of  law  that  in  such  a 
case  of  conflicting  acts  of  possession,  both  parties  cannot  be 
held  to  have  had  a  rightful  possession,  but  the  rightful  pos- 
session must  be  referred  to  him  who  has  the  better  title.  See 
lessee  of  Clarke  v.  Caurtenay,  5  Pet,  354. 

The  title  to  the  lot,  in  that  view  of  the  case  which  the 
American  authorities  support,  is  in  the  plaintiff,  by  virtue  of 
his  deed — a  deed  supported  by  sufficient  evidence  of  seisin — 
a  deed  the  validity  of  which  I  do  not  consider  it  competent 
to  this  defendant  to  question.  The  plaintiff  then  has  the 
possession,  unless  the  defendant  has  shewn  a  possession  which 
in  law  is  consistent  with  the  plaintifi^s  proved  title  and  pos- 
session.   It  was  contended  at  the  argument  that  be  was  a 
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ten^t  in  common  of  the  lot  with  the  plaintiff.  Lineally 
deoended,  ihroagh  his  deceased  mother  from  old  Matthew 
Tajfior,  the  grandfather,  he  certainly  is.  The  case  presents  no 
valid  proof  of  the  death  of  old  Mra^  Taylor,  who  was  a 
daughter  of  old  Fisker.  The  defendant's  father  died  ten  years 
before  the  trial.  He  certainly,  in  view  of  the  plaintiff's  status, 
did  not  die  seised  of  the  lot  At  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  deed  to  the  plaintiff,  defendant's  mother  was  dead,  and 
his  father,  in  respect  of  any  interest  he  had  in  the  lot  through 
her,  was  then  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  and  her  children  had 
succeeded  to  her  rights.  All  these  (defendant's  father 
included)  were,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  by 
operation  of  the  deed  and  entry  of  the  plaintiff  und^r  it,  in 
his  own  right  disseised  of  their  respective  rights  by  curtesy 
and  by  descent,  if  they  existed.  (Lessee  Clarke  v.  Oaurtenay, 
mg/pra.) 

But,  if  in  1846,  the  children  of  the  defendant's  mother, 
then  deceased,  were  tenants  in  common  with  the  plaintiff  in 
regard  to  the  lot,  still  if  he  was  then  seised,  as  I  have  sup- 
posed him  to  have  been,  by  virtue  of  the  deed,  his  possession 
subeequentiy  from  the  effect  of  the  7th  section  of  the  LimMor 
Hon  Act  of  1866,  read  in  connection  with  sections  2  and  12, 
cannot  be  deemed  to  have  been  the*  possession  of  this  defend- 
ant, since  the-  death  of  his  father.  That  statute  has  completely 
abrogated  the  old  doctrine  of  the  possession  of  one  tenant  in 
common  being  necessarily  the  possession  of  his  co-tenants. 
The  possession  of  the  plaintiff  since  he  obtained  his  deed,  has 
not  been  in  law  the  possession  of  any  tenant  in  common  with 
him,  if  such  tenancy  in  common  existed  in  relation  to  the 
land  in  question.  About  three  yean  after  the  English  act 
passed  OuUejf  v.  Doe  e  dem.  Taylerson,  sa  reported  in  11  Ad.  b 
Ell.,  1008,  was  decided.  In  that  ^ase  it  was  held  that  under 
the  nections  in  question,  the  defendant's  possession  in  ejectment 
could  not  be  held  to  have  been  that  of  the  other  tenants  in 
common,  for  that  section  (12)  made  the  possession  of  tenants 
in  common  separate  from  the  commencement  of  the  tenancy 
in  common  and  not  merely  from  the  time  of  the  act  passing. 
To  the  same  effect  is  Doe  e.  d.  Holt  v.  ^orrocke,  1  C.  &  E.,  566. 
It  follows  that  this  plaintiff  has  been  exclusively  seised  since  the 
date  of  his  deed  and  that  defendant  trespassed  on  his  possession. 
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Thore  is  a  view  of  this  case  which  may  be  saccinctl;  pni 
thus :  The  first  possession  of  tho  lot  is  proved  to  have  been 
had  by  Taylor,  the  grandfather.  Presamablj,  then,  he  owned 
the  lot  He  died,  and  presumably  intestate.  (See  Morria  v. 
Ccdlanan,  105  Mass.,  132,  per  Oray,  J.)  Ardhibald  Taylor, 
his  son,  was  an  heir  at  law;  he  conveyed  the  land  to  the 
plftintiS*.  The  plaintilT,  in  any  view  of  the  question,  took  by 
the  deed  all  Ardiibald^a  interest.  Even  viewing  that  interest 
to  have  Been  merely  the  interest  of  one  tenant  in  common, 
plaintiff,  under  that  deed,  must  be  deemed  to  have  had  posses- 
sion of  the  whole  lot  Then  came  the  lA-mitalion  Ad,  which 
made  his  possession,  then,  and  at  tho  time  of  the  trespass, 
exclusive  of  all  other  tenants  in  common.  It  must' be  borne 
in  mind,  that  when  the  plaintiff  got  his  deed,  defendant  (tho 
son  of  a  great  grand-daughter  of  old  MaMhew)  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  an  heir  at  law  of  the  first  MattKem 
Taylor. 

I  think  the  rule  to  set  aside  the  verdict  for  the  pluntiff 
should  be  discharged. 
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DesBarres,  J.,  now,  (Angnst  12th,  1873.)  delivered  jadg- 
raent  as  follows : 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  pluntiff  to  recover  the 

earn  of  S103b.07,  claimed  to  be  due  to  him  by  the  defendants 

for  services  alleged  to  have  been  performed  for  them  in  taking 

care  of  and  protecting  a  mining  property  of  which  tbey  were 

owners,  ^tuate  at  Oldham,  in  this  County.    The  case  waa 

'  brother  WHidna  at  the  last  sittings  of  the 

en  a  verdict  was  found  in  favor  of  the  pluntiff 

re  was  a  rule  taken  nnder  the  statute  to  set 

le,  which  was  argued  before  the  Court  during 

DO,  and,  lfkvi«g-  unce  the  argument  conndered 

now  proceed  to  sut«  the  view  I  have  taken  of 

leKevfl  the  net  of  the  Court  ooneor. 
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It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  gold  mining  pro- 
perty, out  of  which  this  suit  has  arisen,  at  first  belonged  to 
William  Fraser  (one  of  the  defendants)  and  one  Jf.  H. 
Rickey ;  that  the  right  which  Rickey  had  in  it  after  passing 
through  several  hands  at  length  became  vested  in  Jokn  W. 
Watt,  who,  on  the  28th  February,  1870,  sold  and  ti'ansf erred 
it  to  Iloimsby,  who  from  that  time  became  joint-owner  of  the 
mine  with  Fraser,  For  several  months  before  the  sale  and 
transfer  made  by  Wait  to  Homsby,  the  plaintiff  was  entrusted 
by  Fraser  and  Watt,  the  then  owners,  with  the  working  and 
management  of  the  mine,  but  when  Uomsby  became  the 
purchaser  of  Watts'  interest  in  it  and  he  and  Fraser  became 
the  owners,  it  was  at  once  resolved  to  discontinue  the  work- 
ing and  close  the  mine,  and  the  plaintiff's  charge  as  manager 
and  superintendent  of  it  then  ceased.  The  plaintiff,  it 
appears,  was  fully  paid  for  all  the  services  performed  by  him 
in  connection  with  the  mine  up  to  the  time  it  was  closed, 
and  the  question  now  for  our  consideration  is  whether  there 
is  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain  the  verdict  which  the  jury 
have  found  in  his  favor,  for  services  rendered  by  him  for 
defendants  subsequent  to  the  closing  of  the  mine,  when 
Homsby  became  joint-owner  of  it  with  the  other  defendant 
The  plaintiff  produced  witnesses  to  prove  that  where  mining 
operations  ard  discontinued  it  is  usual  to  leave  some  person 
in  charge  of  the  property,  but  the  nece&sity  and  expediency 
of  doing  so  is  a  matter  that  must  always  be  judged  of  by  the 
owners,  who  may  not  consider  it  necessary  to  incur  the 
expense  of  such  protection,  as  it  would  seem  was  the  view 
taken  by  the  defendants  in  the  present  case. 

It  does  not  appear  from  plain tifi's  own  evidence,  upon 
which  his  claim  mainly  rests,  that  any  express  agreement  was 
made  between  himself  and  defendants  to  perform  the  services 
for  which  the  present  action  is  brought,  or  that  he  was 
i%quested  by  the  defendants  or  either  of  them  to  protect  their 
mining  property,  or  that  the  remuneration  for  such  services, 
if  any  were  to  be  performed,  was  ever  named ;  nor  does  it 
appear  from  his  own  showing  that  anything  was  said  or  done 
by  these  defendants  to  lead  the  plaintiffs  to  suppose  that  they 
expected  him  to  take  care  of  and  protect  this  property  for 
them.    I  have  extracted  from  the  Judge's  minates  all  the 
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material  parts  of  the  ptaintiflTi  testimony  bearing  on  this 
point,  which  is  to  the  following  effect  He  says :  "  In  Feb., 
1870|  I  stopped  the  mine  and  it  was  shut  down.  After  the 
mine  was  shut  down  Horruby  desired  me  to  enquire  what  an 
engine  and  pipe  would  cost  to  keep  the  water  down.  I  did 
so,  of  Synumds,  and  told  hiqi  (Homsby)  what  Symonda  said. 
Seme  time  after  he  (Syrnonds)  gave  the  figures,  which  I  sent 
to  Hamaby.  I  was  in  charge  of  the  mine  after  it  was  shut 
down.  I  was  solely  employed  for  defendants.  They  told  me 
when  the  mine  was  shut  down  to  try  to  sell  I  said  to 
Samaby  *  I  must  be  paid  for  keeping  the  mine  in  order.'  He 
replied :  '  All  right,  go  ahead,  and  when  sold  you  shall  be 
paid.*  There  were  three  shaft  houses  and  four  shafts  when  I 
took  charge.  A  week  after  that  time  the  place  was  full  of 
water.  The  tools,  except  those  that  were  under  water,  were 
worth  about  $40.  I  was  to  be  paid  by  Watt  and  Fraaer  for 
work  before  shutting  down.  He  says :  '  Hornaby  said  he 
was  not  going  to  spend  any  more  on  the  mine.  At  the  time 
when  he  purchased  he  told  mc  to  telegraph  to  shut  down.' 
He  says :  '  I  never  rendered  any  account  to  the  defendants 
before  action  brought  In  the  same  month  of  the  shutting 
down  I  made  up  my  mind  to  make  this  charge,  viz.,  $52  per 
month.' "  Now  this  is  the  only  material  evidence  given  by 
the  plaintiff  upon  which  it  is  contended  that  the  verdict 
ought  to  be  sustained.  It  is  to  my  mind  exceedingly  vague 
and  unsatisfactory,  and,  taking  it  with  the  fact  proved  at  the 
trial  that  the  plaintiff  before  tiiis  action  was  brought  took  the 
benefit  of  the  Insolvent  act  without  inserting  this  claim  in 
his  schedule  as  a  debt  due  to  him  at  the  time,  it  is,  to  say  the 
least  of  it,  a  daim  open  to  grave  objection.  I  do  not  mean  to 
say  that  the  plaintiff's  omission  to  insert  this  claim  in  his 
schedule  can  operate  as  a  bar  to  the  present  action,  for  the 
ease  of  Thomas  v.  Whiter  1  Tyrw.  &  Granger,  110,  is  an 
authority  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  may,  notwithstanding, 
maintain  his  action.  All  that  I  desire  to  say  is  that  this  is  a 
fact  calculated  to  make  an  unfavorable  impression  on  the 
mind  as  to  the  plaintiff's  credibility.  But  the  evidence  of  the 
plaintiff,  unsatisfactory  as  it  is  on  the  face  of  it,  is  rendered 
still  more  unsatisfactory  and  unreliably  by  the  contradictory 
testimony  produced  on  the  part  of  the  defence,    ilrst  of  all 
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ihere  is  the  evidence  of  Fraeer,  one  of  the  defendants,  called 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  prove  his  letter  to  plaintiff  of 
29th  Jv/ne,  1871,  who,  on  his  cross-examination,  says :  "  I  did 
not  employ  the  plaintiff  for  the  services  for  which  he  claims. 
He  never  rendered  me  a  bill  nor  asked  for  money  of  me,  but 
did  ask  for  employment  after  the  mine  was  shut  down.  I 
referred  him  to  Hamshy  for  employment.  He  was  discharged 
from  our  employment  by  Horruby  in  my  presence.  He  often 
asked  me  for  employment  on  this  mine  after  the  shutting 
down.  '  The  letter  (meaning  the  letter  of  29th  June)  referred 
to  plaintiff^  as  fitted  to  give  information  about  the  mine, 
from  his  having  been  before  employed  by  us."  On  being 
re-examined  on  the  part  of  plaintiff,  he  said :  **  1  did  not  sup- 
pose plaintiff  was  taking  charge  of  the  property.  It  was  for 
sale  from  the  time  of  the  shutting  down." 

Harnaby,  the  other  defendant  and  first  witness  on  the 
defence,  says:  "  On  the  day* the  mine  was  closed  I  purchased 
WcMs'  interest  Within  twenty  minutes  afterwards,  I  gave 
orders  to  close  the  mine.  I  said  let  the  mine  fill,  etc  I  will 
never  expend  another  dollar  on  it.  I  said  this  to  the  plaintiff* 
and  told  him  the  mine  was  dlosed.  I  never  employed  him  to 
take  charge  of  the  mine,  and  did  not  know  he  had  the  care  of 
it  I  deny  what  he  said, '  Its  all  right,  etc'  He  asked  me  to 
give  him  employment,  and  said  he  did  not  look  to  me  for  any 
thing.  $370  were  paid  for  the  buildings."  In  hh  cross- 
examination  he  says :  *'  I  told  the  plaintiff  to  stop  the  work 
and  that  the  mine  should  never  cost  me  another  dollar. 

Jchn  W.  Watt,  a  disinterested  witness,  says :  "  I  was  part 
owner  in  Fdmiary,  1870 ;  afterwards  sold  to  Hormby ;  t&e 
bargain  was  closed  in  his  office.  The  plaintiff  and  others 
named  were  present  Haimaby  told  the  pluntiff  he  had  pur- 
chased my  share  and  a  telegram  was  written  and  sent  off  to 
stop  all  work.  Homsby  said  to  plaintiff  he  would  never 
spend  another  cent  on  the  mine,  and  that  nothing  more  was 
to  be  done.  'Homtby  agreed  with  me  to  bear  all  expenses  to 
be  incurred  from  that  time  till  the  mine  was  really  shut  up. 
The  plaintiff  came  in  afterwards  with  a  small  claim.  The 
mine  was  therefore  dosed  entirely.^ 

OharUa  ClemmUf  who  was  also*  present  in  ffomsly^a 
office,  oonrobonates  WaM  testimony  as  to  the  closing  of  the 
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mine,  and  adds  that  fforwtby  said  "  that's  the  last  cent  I  will 
ever  spend  on  the  mine.'* 

Wm.  E.  Shaffer  estimated  the  value  of  the  buildings  at 
$300  when  the  mine  stopped.  He  said  he  would  not  give  $50 
per  month  for  looking  s^ter  such  a  property  as  that;  the 
buildings  alone  required  care.  He  would  have  taken  a  few 
dollars  a  month  to  look  after  the  property. 

Richard  P.  Armstrong,  examined  before  a  commissioner, 
said :  "  I  owned  part  of  the  mine,  with  Fraser,  in  1869.  We 
owned  it  jointly.  I  sold  in  November,  1869,  to  John  W. 
WaiL  The  plaintiff  was  employed  by  us  as  manager* 
Eomeby,  one  of  the  defendants,  bought  Watts*  interest  in 
the  month  of  Mardi,  1870,  and  he  and  Fraeer  became  sole 
owneis.  Was  present  at  the  sale  to  Homsby,  after  the  trans- 
fer to  Homtbjf.  Was  present  at  a  conversation  between 
Somtby  and  CooMtter  and  others,  in  Homsby's  office,  about 
the  mine.  Homeby  said  to  plaintiff  that  he  had  bought  the 
nine  and  did  not  intend  tostHke  another  lick  on  it ;  that  he 
Si  not  intend  to  spend  another  cent  on  the  mine,  telling 
pluntiff  to  telegraph  to  Oldha/m  to  stop  tiie  mine^  and  using 
the  words '  let  her  fill,  etc'" 

Seeing  that  the  evidence  given  by  both  of  the  defendants 
nsgatives  in  the  most  unqualified  manner  the  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  was  ever  employed  by  them,  or  either  of  them,  to 
perform  the  services  for  which  the  present  action  was  brought, 
and  that  the  other  witnesses  called  in  their  behalf  strengthen 
and  support  by  their  Evidence  the  statements  the  defendants 
have  made  in  that  and  other  respects  affecting  the  validity  of 
the  plaintiff's  claim,  I  am  of  opinion,  on  consideration  of  the 
whole  cttN»  that  the  verdict  cannot  be  sustained,  and  that  it 
must  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  granted  on  the  grounds  of 
its  being^  agunst  the  weight  of  evidence  and  the  charge  of 
learned  Jadge  who  tried  it 

The  nde  must  therefore  be  made  absolute  with  oo^ts. 
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FAULKNER   v.   QUNN. 

RPLB  to  Ml.MUe  TtidlGl  tor  ptaiBttt  <Hiinlwii<i  the  defsodoot  havlBg  failed  on  tU  his 


DesBarres,  J.,  now,  (August  12th,  1873,)  delivered  judg- 
ment as  follows : 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  with  a  count  in  trover 
brought  against  the  defendant  for  taking,  carrying  away,  and 
converting  to  his  own  use  two  small  lots  of  timber,  one  con- 
sisting of  11  tons  and  24  feet,  and  the  other  of  7  tons,  in 
which  both  parties  claim  the  ownership.  The  plaintiff  claimB 
the  first  or  larger  lot  by  purchase  from  and  sale  made  to  him 
by  one  George  Topping,  and  the  smaller  lot  by  a  purchase 
from  Fm.  Holmea,  The  defendant  claims  both  lots  under 
Topping  alone. 

In  submitting  the  case  to  the  jury,  the  learned  Judge  who 
tried  it  told  them  that  the  question  involved  in  it  was  simply 
a  qiiestion  of  right  of  property,  and  that  it  was  their  province 
to  decide  upon  the  evidence  before  them  to  whom  the  timber 
in  dispute  belonged.  The  jury,  under  the  instructions  given 
to  them,  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is  now  for  us 
to  say,  after  having  heaifd  the  argument  of  counsel  on  both 
aides  upon  the  rule  taken  to  set  the  verdict  aside,  whether  it 
is  a  verdict  that  can  or  ought  to  be  maintained.  My  impression 
at  the  argument  was  that  the  weight  of  evidence  which  was 
conflicting,  was  with  the  plaintiff",  and,  having  since  then  care- 
fully read  and  considered  the  evidence,  I  am  still  of  that 
opinion. 

The  grounds  upon  which  it  was  sought  to  set  the  verdict 
aside  are,  1st,  misdirection ;  2nd,  the  improper  rejection  of 
evidence ;  Srd,  that  it  was  against  law  and  evidence. 

There  is,  I  think,  nothing  in  the  first  objection,  the  learned* 
Judge  having,  in  my  view,  fully  and  proj^rly  instructed  the 
jury,  and  left  it  open  to  them  to  find  for  either  plaintiff  or 
defendant  as  they  might  think  right  after  weighing  and  con- 
sidering the  whole  of  the  evidence.  Nor  is  there  anything  in 
the  second  objection,  there  being  nothing  in  the  report  to  shew 
that  any  evidence  other  than  that  of  Angus  Sutherland  was 
objected  to^  which  though  at  first  rightfully  rejected,  was  sub* 
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■equently  received  when  the  ground  of  objection  was  removed. 
The  third  and  last  is  therefore  the  only  ground  on  which»  if 
at  all,  the  verdict  can  be  a&sailed,  and  to  that  my  attention 
has  been  more  particularly  directed. 

There  being  conflicting  testimony  in  this  case,  the  question 
is  in  whose  favor  there  is  a  preponderance.  Having  already 
intimated  the  opinion  I  entertain  on  this  point,  I  will  refer  to 
the  evidence  on  which  my  mind  has  been  brought  to  the  con- 
clusion at  which  I  have  arrived. 

It  was  conceded  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant 
at  the  argument  that,  as  regarded  the  finding  of  the  jury  in 
favor  of  the  plaintifi  for  the  value  of  the  smaller  lot  of  seven 
tons  of  timber,  the  verdict  could  not  be  assailed,  and,  there- 
fore, the  objection  to  it  is  now  narrowed  down  to  the  larger 
lot  of  11  tons  24  feet.  In  reference  to  this  there  is  firat  of 
all  the  evidence  af  the  plaintiff,  who  says :  "  On  27th  Decern- 
her  Topping  came  to  my  place  and  sold  me  1 1  tons  and  24 
feet  of  timber,  which  was  the  conclusion  of  the  previous 
negotiation.  I  paid  him  that  day  part  of  the  price,  next  day 
he  took  up  a  surveyor  and  surveyed  it  and  marked  F  on  it 
He  returned  me  the  survey :  it  was  given  to  me  by  Roome, 
the  surveyor.  I  paid  Tapping  the  balance  of  the  purchase 
money  of  this  lot  after  I  got  the  survey.  I  saw  the  timber 
about  a  week  afterwards  and  a  dozen  times  before  it  was 
removed  from  Union  station  and  taken  away  by  cars.  I  had 
it  cut  up  and  put  in  order  for  shipping  about  a  month  after 
it  was  purchased :  it  lay  there  at  the  station  till  25th  May, 
1871,  as  cut  up  by  me.*'  He  also  says :  **  It  was  marked  with 
a  surveyor's  marking  iron  F.  and  kul  mark  also  F.  I  saw 
this  on  some  of  it  up  to  a  day  or  two  before  it  was  taken 
away.  I  saw  it  at  Traro  on  26th  May,  1871,  on  the  cans  at 
Ttwto  station,    then  saw  a  paint  mark  Q.  on  it." 

Oearge  Topping,  the  hewer  and  original  owner  of  the 
timber,  in  his  evidence,  says :  **  About  Decernher,  1870, 1  went 
to  see  the  plaintiff  about  the  sale  of  the  timber.  I  had  pre- 
viously arranged  with  him  for  the  sale  of  it.  This  was  before 
the  timber  was  made.  As  I  made  the  timber,  I  hauled  and 
pat  plaintiff's  name  on  it— (W.  F.)  I  did  it  as  I  hewed  it, 
piece  by  piece.  All  was  marked  when  made :  some  I  marked 
witli  axes  and  some  with  red  kuL**    He  also  saya :  ''  Plaintiff 
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paid  me  for  the  first  lot  in  full.  The  snnreyor  went  up  with 
me  next  morning,  28tb.  Plaintiff  gave  me  an  order  for  sur- 
veyor BOome  to  go  up.  FavZhner  paid  him  on  my  account. 
He  (Roome)  surveyed  it  next  day  to  FavXhner^  and  the  sur- 
veyor put  his  brand  oa  with  plaintiff's  name  and  his  as 
surveyor."  He  also  says :  "  I  did  not  mark  Ounn%  that  is, 
what  I  made  for  Ounn'*  In  his  cross-examination  he  says : 
"  Defendant's  timber  was  made  a  month  before  I  sold  plain- 
tiff^s.  His  (plaintifTs)  was  not  then  made.  I  never  agreed 
to  sell  to  defendant  the  timber  [  sold  plaintiffl  I  was  my  own 
master.  It  was  my  own  timber,  although  I  put  plaintiff's 
name  on  it." 

William  Holmes  was  also  called  as  a  witness  for  plaintiff. 
He  says :  **  I  was  present  when  the  timber  was  taken  away, 
there  were  no  marks  on  it  but  plaintiff's." 

George  Boome^  the  surveyor,  says :  "  I  measured  timber 
for  plaintiff"— two  lots "  Being  shown  a  survey  bill  dated 
28th  December,  1880,  he  said:  ''This  is  the  first  lot— 
paper  marked  11  tons  24  feet;  second  lot,  measured  28th 
February^  11  tons  24  feet.  Am  a  sworn  surveyor.  F.  on  it 
for  plaintiff, — ^that  alone  to  mean  first  lot.  Topping  was  there 
and  delivered  it  for  plaintiff  Second  lot  Mr.  Ounn'a  name* 
He  and  StUherland  said  it  was  for  OwMi.  Topping  was  not 
there  nor  Holmes.  I  put  .0.  for  Chjmn  at  his  direction.  I 
went  with  defendant  and  SuJOiedand  1st  March  to  Toppings 
house.  Toppvng  asked  defendant  who  he  surveyed  that 
timber«f or  yesterday.  Defendant  said  he  thought  it  was  for 
him.  Topping  said  no,  it  was  the  boys'  and  intended  for 
plaintiffl  After  this  I  marked  F  on  it"  This,  I  presume, 
referred  to  the  7  tons  which  it  is  now  known  was  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff. 

Opposed  to  this  evidence,  which  it  is  evident  by  their 
finding  the  jury  most  have  believed  to  be  true,  is  the  evidenee 
or  the  defendant,  and  of  Angus  Sutherland,  who  hauled  the 
timber  out  of  the  woods  to  the  railroad,  from  which  it  was 
taken  away  by  defendant  It  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  the 
testimony  of  these  witnesses  farther  than  to  say  that  it  doea 
not  controvert  the  important  faet  proved  on  the  part  of  tha 
plaintiff  that  the  timber  in  question  was  surveyed  and 
marked  for  plaintiff  and  in  Us  name  by  the  authori^  of 
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Tfipping,  who  Awears  it  was  expressly  made  for  him ;  nor 
does  it  negative  the  additional  fact  that  after  it  was  hauled 
cot  to  the  road  it  was  there  cut  up  and  put  in  order  by  plain- 
tiff, for  shipping,  and  claimed  by  him  as  his  property  up  to 
the  time  it  was  taken  away  by  defendant. 

Looking  at  the  evidence  on  both  sides,  I  think  the  jury 
were  warranted  in  arriving  at  the  conclusion  that  the  property 
had  passed  from  Topping  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  any  subse* 
quent  directions  by  Topping,  if  any  such  were  given  to  haul 
the  timber  for  defendant,  could  not  affect  or  deprive  the 
plaintiff  of  the  right  personally  vested  in  and  acquired  by 
him  through  Topping.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the 
rule  for  setting  aside  the  verdict  must  be  discharged  with 
costs. 


Ik  Rb  NASH  BRICK   AND   POTTERY  MANUFAC- 

TURINQ    COMPANY. 


Tm  diiwlov*  ol  A  eonpuy  liMovpoiiM  mid«  Acit  of  lan;  cliapltr  ^  (JItniMrf  StaM «^ 
trt  Bwtw,  T8a»)oirtHkd  "An  Ad  tar  <bt  faMotpowlkn and  wiadtog  up  «f  Joint ■kNk  oom- 
puAm^^hky  powor  to  lortiofo  tlM  praportj  of  Um  ooaqptny^to  duoLMfB  oMigntloni  ^ 
videh  tlM  dMiolMldMa  nn  IkbK  A^  VMM  oonttew  Uohto  In  tMr  OT^ 

TIm  povor  to  bonww  motNor  iB>pll«  Ibo  pofwor  to  mnrlgniL    In  mtJiiM 

will  bo  gnatod  bgr  n  Jadgn  to  Uw  Mvnnl  pMtioi  wmilring 
llM  unoonto  lor  vidoli  thv  nn  lioblo  to  bo  ptU  vltUn  n  tftOl^  ttano,  wttbont 


Sir  Wx.  Youkg,  now»  (August  12th,  1873.)  delivered 
judgment  as  foUovrs : 

This  company  was  formed,  in  1866,  under  the  Provincial 
Act  of  186t,  chap.  S,  reprinted  in  the  third  series  of  the 
Jtevissd  SbOutea,  fol.  750.  It  hegm^  with  a  paid  up  capital  of 
$10,000,  which  19^B  totally  inadequate  to  its  operations,  and 
speedily  got  into  difficulties.  After  various  efibrts  to  relieve 
itself  » the  directors  succeeded  in  raising  $6,000  on  mortgage, 
wbidi  sum  having  been  expended,  the  whole  affiur  eolliqioed. 
Thb  mortgage  having  been  foredoaed,  the  propeiiy  '  wis 
bought  in,  for  want  of  another  purehaser,  by  the  mortgagee 
lor  about  half  his  demand,  and  he  is  now  a  creditor  for  the 
other  half,  and  is  the  moving  party  in  the  present  applioatioii. 
UDdertkatthclMMof  theAetof  laSS^asekatowiadap 
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the  affairs  of  the  company,  and  to  come  with  the  other 
creditors  upon  the  shareholders ;  and  a  fall  inquiry  was  had 
into  the  debts  and  credits  before  Mr,  Jamea,  as  one  of  the 
masters  of  the  Court,  in  August,  1871.  Our  knowledge  of 
the  company  and  its  a&irs  is  derived  from  his  report  and  the 
evidence  he  has  returned,  from  the  papers  and  books  produced 
at  this  ailment,  and  incidentally  from  two  trials  and  two 
arguments  had  before  myself  and  some  of  the  other  Judges 
in  the  case  of  Sawyer  v.  Oray*  A  motion  to  confirm  the 
report  was  argued  before  me,  at  Chambers,  in  Mar  A,  1872  ; 
but  on  account  of  the  novelty  and  the  importance  of  the 
questions  involved,  I  thought  it  better  to  remit  the  case  to 
the  Court  in  banc,  with  a  memorandum,  now  on  fUe,  of  the 
points  that  had  been  raised. 

The  rule  nm  was  accordingly  ai^ed  in  the  present  jterm 
before  Judges  DesBabbis,  BnrcHiK,  and  myself,  by  Mr. 
BvUoek  for  the  mortgagee  and  by  Mr.-  J.  W.  Johnston,  Mr. 
M.  H.  Rickey,  and  Mr.  Meagher,  representing  three  of  the 
shareholders,  having,  or  charged  with  having,  twelve  shares, 
the  holders  of  the  remaining  eighty^ight  shares  offering  no 
opposition. 

The  main  question  before  us  was  the  authority  of  the 
directors  to  borrow  on  mortgage,  which  was  warmly  contested. 
The  subsidiary  questions  turned  on  the  liability  of  Conrad 
Sawyer,  the  Estate  of  Robert  B.  Smdair,  and  Joe.  CoUine,  the 
resisting  shareholders. 

This  is  the  first  time  that  such  a  liabili^  has  been 
urged  against  shareholders  in  corporate  companies  in  this 
Court,  and,  considering  the  lai^  number  of  these  companies 
and  the  disastrous  failure  in  which  the  transactions  of  too 
many  of  them  have  ended,,  it  is  obvious  that  the  precedent  we 
ara  about  to  establish  is  of  very  extensive  application.  By 
the  132nd  section  of  chapter  87  of  the  Reuieed  Statuies, 
(3rd  Series,)  containing  the  general  provisions  respecting  cor- 
porations, no  member  of  any  corporation  shall  be  relieved 
from  individual  liability  for  its  debts  or  obligations.  In  the 
charters  which  the  Legislature  have  frequently  granted,  no 
uniform  policy  has  been  observed.  The  members  are  some- 
times relieved  of  all  individual  liability,  but  generally  what 
is  known  u  the  douUe  liability  olause  is  introduced.    The 
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Act  of  1862  was  framed  with  the  view  of  allowing  any  five 
or  more  persons  to  incorporate  themselves  under  the  provi- 
sions and  checks  enumerated  in  the  act ;  by  the  sixth  section 
<«  every  shareholder  shall  be  liable  in  his  person  and  separate 
estate  during  membership  to  an  amount  equal  to  double  the 
stock  held  by  him,  deducting  therefrom  the  amount  actually 
paid  to  the  company  on  such  stock,  &c*'  This  Act  of  1862 
has  been  rarely  acted  upon,  and  I  doubt  the  wisdom  of  leav- 
ing it  upon  the  Statute  Book.  It  was  passed  on  the  31st  of 
August,  1869,  and  I  have  looked  at  the  previous  Imperial 
acts  from  the  4th  and  6th  Will.  IV.,  ch.  94,  and  especially 
the  7th  and  8th  Vict.,  chapters  110  and  111,  and  t?ie  19th  and 
SOth  Vict.,  chapter  47,  but  have  not  found  in  any  of.  them 
the  modd  on  which  our  act  was  framed.  They  were  all 
superseded  or  repealed  by  the  25th  and  26th  Vict.,  ch.  89, 
passed  on  the  7th  August,  1862,  a  few  months  after  our  act 
bad  passed.  This  consolidating  act  of  upwards  of  200  clauses, 
with  a  bulky  appendix  of  forms,  rules,  and  schedules,  and  a 
whole  body  of  decisions  before  and  after  its  passage,  sheds  a 
very  imperfect  light  upon  our  little  statute,  and  leaves  it  in 
tact  to  be  in  great  measure  its  own  interpreter.  Most  of  the 
cases  cited  at  the  argument  are  founded  upon  deeds  of  settle- 
ment or  proceed  on  principles  familiar  to  the  EngliA  Courts, 
bat  with  little  bearing  upon  ours.  Of  the  preceding  statute 
Mr.  Baron  Wilde  said :  '*  It  seems  to  me  that  the  act  of  par- 
liament is  framed  on  principles  on  which  the  Legislature  now' 
constantly  acts,  that  of  making  every  one  take  care  of  him- 
self and  giving  the  freest  possible  latitude  to  the  forming  of 
companies."  **  It  is  scarcely  possiUe,"  says  Mr.  Woodwarih, 
in  his  TreatiM  of  1866,  illustrating  the  Act  of  1862,  '*  to  over- 
estimate the  importance .  of  joint^stock  companies.  Millions 
of  capital  are  embarked  in,  and  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
persons  connected  with  them."*  He  eulog^JDes  the  principln  of 
Umited  HabUity  established  in  1856  and  1856 ;  but  carried  to 
the  length  it  is  in  England,  I  would  deprecate  its  introduc- 
tion into  this  Province.  According  to  Wordiwarfh,  foL  68; 
with  a  company  formed  upon  the  memorandnm  4nd  Articles 
of  Association  in  the  Act  of  1868,  the  creditors  sole  resource 
is  against  the  company's  fondja  It  is  only  when  the  company 
is  being  wound  np^  that  the  niMibirs  an  liaUe  for  any  thing, 
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and  that  is  a  contribution  to  the  asaets  called  for  bj  the 
liquidator,  for  the  purpose,  by  winding  np,  of  U(  vidatlng  the 
company's  debts.  But  the  members  are  not  li  ible  even  in 
that  way,  ^where  the  company  is  a  limited  one  and  they  have 
fully  paid  up  their  shares, — 25  and  26  ¥{4).^  oh.  89»  aeetloni 
IS,  38,  Appendix  67-72.  In  such  a  case,  a  member  is  forever 
free  from  all  anxiety  and  liability. 

It  will  be  perceived,  then,  that  the  fundamental  rules  of 
the  Imperial  iact,  and  the  provisions  of  course  of  the  numerous 
deeds  of  settlement  restraining  or  defining  the  powers  of 
directors,  form  the  material  and  ground  work  of  the  EngliA 
decisions,  and  they  are  wholly  wanting  with  us. 

I  shall  glance  at  a  few  of  the  cases  cited  at  the  argument 
which  bring  out  the  distinction.  In  BurmesleT  v.  NorriMt  6 
Exch.,  796,  the  German  Mining  Company  was  established  by  ' 
.  deed  of  settlement,  and  the  question  was,  whether  it  gave  the 
directors  power  to  borrow  for  the  necessary  affairs  of  the 
company.  The  money  was  borrowed  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
shareholders  and  was  necossary.for  carrying  the  undertaking 
on«  But  the  Court  held  that  the  directors  were  constrainod 
by  the  words  of  the  deed,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  unless  the  consent  of  all  the  subscribers  could  be 
proved.  Tet  in  Ex  paiie  Chippendale,  in  the  same  company, 
4  De  G.  McN.  &  O.,  19,  the  Court  of  Chancery  held  that  the 
directors  being  trustees  -  were  in  that  character  entitled  to 
indemnity  from  their  cestaia  que  trust  against  expenses  bona 
fide  incurred. 

In  the  Wortester  Com.  Exchange  Company,  8  De  G.  McN. 
&  Q.,  180,  by  deed  of  settlement  the  directors  had  power  to 
borrow  money  under  certain  conditions,  but  it  was  held  they 
could  not  call  upon  the  shareholders  for  money  advanced  out 
.of  their  private  funds,  or  borrowed,  but  not  in  conformity 
with  the  provisions  in  the  deed.  See  also  The  British  BarUk 
v.  Turquand,  6  El.  &  BL,  827,  cited  in  the  Privy  Counsel,  18 
L.  T.  B.,  N.  S.,  105«  The  East  Anglian  R  R  Compcmy  v. 
Eastern  Counties  R  12.,  11  C.  B.,  775,  where  the  defendants 
were  controlled  by  an  act  of  Parliament,  and  having  a  limited 
authority  oould  a|^ly  their  funds  only  for  the  purposes 
directed  and  provided  for  by  the  statute. 
17* 
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But  is  there  any  such  restraint  in  our  act  of  1862.  It 
extends  to  every  object  of  corporation  except  only  that  by  the 
first  section,  no  company  shall  be  incoiporated  under  it  for 
banking,  insurance,  or  ordinary  nrcvcauuie  and  commercial 
business,  and  by  the  20th  section,  no  gas  or  water  companies 
shall  be  incorporated  under  this  act  within  the  city  of  Hali" 
fax.  It  would  comprehend  companies  for  ship-building,  and 
for  every  variety  of  manufacture,  for  which  buildings  must 
be  erected  and  debts  incurred.  The  provisions  of  chap.  87  are 
incorporated  with  it,  contemplating  the  holding  of  real  estate* 
which  may  be  sold  under  execution  in  the  same  manner  as 
personal  estate,  and  it  is  obvious  that  all  the  usual  rights  or 
powers  of  corporations  must  extend  to  such  bodies  under  our 
Act  of  1862,  else  the  object  of  it  would  be  defeated  and  the 
act  of  no  avail  The  debts  therefore  reported  by  the  master 
as  incurred  by  this  company,  and  for  all  that  appears,  incurred 
in  good  faith  in  the  prosecution  of  its  business,  arc  debts  of 
the  company,  to  which,  v^hen  its  proper,  funds  are  exhausted, 
the  double  liability  clause  applies.  The  book  of  minutes  pro- 
duced at  the  argument  commences  May  29th,  1868,  and  ends 
July  16th,  1869.  It  consists  of  brief  notices  signed  by  IK. 
Myers  Oray,  the .  Secretary,  from  which  I  extract  all  the 
passages  as  to  loans.  At  a  meeting  of  directors  25  th  January^ 
1867,  the  President  was  authorized  to  borrow  Si 500  upon  the 
best  terms  possible,  not  to  exceed  a  commission  of  5  per  cent, 
for  three  months.  At  another  meeting  of  directors  17th  Jutm, 
1867,  if  no  sale  of  bricks  could  be  made,  the  Pi*esident  and 
Secretary  were  empowered  to  raise  money  upon  the  property 
and  works  to  pay  kA  debts  and  wages.  At  a  meeting  of  the 
shareholders,  June  26th,  1867,  after  stating  the  liabilities  of 
the  company,  it  was  resolved  that  the  money  required  to  pay 
the  amount,  say  $4000,  be  raised  by  the  joint  and  several 
notes  of  the  shareholders ;  and  if  the  amount  cannot  be  raised 
in  that  way,  that  the  directors  be  authorized  to  mortgage  the 
property  and  works  of  the  company  to  procure  the  money. 
On  the  25th  Jwne,  1868,  the  Secretary  stated  to  a  meeting  of 
directors  that  Messrs.  Vlif.  <£r  5.  J7.  Oray  were  prepared  to 
advance  ^  company,  upon  a  loan  for  twelve  months,  S6000 
at  6  percent  interest,  and  that  their  charge  for  negotiating 
the  same  waa  .6  per  cent  eommiasion,  exclusive  of  any  papers 
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%ni  charges,  and  it  was  resolved  that  the  Secretary  be  author- 
ixed  to  accept  the  loan  upon  these  terms,  and  to  give  a  bond 
and  mortgage  of  the  property  and  works  as  security. 

These  entries  shew  that  the  mortgage  was  deliberately 
given  to  discharge  obligations  for  which  the  shareholders  were 
liable,  and  would  have  continued  to  be  liable  in  their  own 
persons  had  there  been  no  mortgage.  The  directors  could 
have  borrowed  money  to  pay  these  debts,  which  implies  the 
power  to  mortage  the  property  of  the  corporation,  real  and 
personal,  to  secure  the  payment,  a  power  which  can  be 
restrained  only  by  express  prohibition  in  the  act;  see  the 
cases  in  Abbott  on  Cn'porations,  475.  In  the  case  of  The 
Bank  of  Australia  v.  Breillot,  6  Moo.,  P.  0.,  152,  under  a 
power  in  the  deed  of  settlement  to  conduct  the  affairs 
and  business  of  the  company  to  the  best  of  their  dis- 
cretion and  judgment,  it  was  held  that  the  directors  might 
borrow  money  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  the  existing 
liabilities  of  the  bank,  till  the  assetts  should  be  realized.  And 
in  the  Sowthampton  Boat  Company  v.  Pinnock,  9  L.  T.  R, 
N.  S.,  748,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  assumed  the  power  of  the 
directors  to  mortgage  the  property  of  the  company,  upon  a 
resolution  properly  passed  for  that  purpose. 

Let  us  now  ascertain  the  amount  of  liabilities.  Including 
the  balance  due  to  R.  8,  Sterns^  the  mortgagee,  after  crediting 
his  purchase  and  various  sums  due  to  or  advanced  by 
'Shareholders,  the^  whole  liabilities  are  stated  in  the  report 

at $8  5  04  88 

From  which  two  sums  for  Silver's   estate   and 

Forwa/rC%  are  to  come  off 1052  61 

Leaving 87451  77 

To  which  the  costs,  including  the  Master's  charge, 

must  be  added,  say 148  23 


87600  00 
No  interest  to  be  allowed  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 


The  balance  due  by  parties  liable  as  shareholders  who  havt 
offered  no  opposition,  appears  by  the  report  to  be  $2888.00. 
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I  have  BOW  to  deal  with  the  shares  appearing  in  the  report 
under  the  names  of  Conrad  Sawyer  and  the  late  Scberi  B. 
Siruiair,  As  regards  the  former,  independently  of  the  affi* 
davits  used  at  the  argument,  the  facts  have  become  known  to 
the  Court  who  have  pronounced  their  judgment  in  the  suit 
vs.  Gray,  and  no  legal  transfer  having  been  made  to  said 
Satvyei%  he  is  discharged  from  liability  which  will  attach  in 
respect  of  his  five  shares  to  TT.  M.  dray.  As  regards  the  late 
Robert  B.  Sinclair  a  five  shares,  so  far  as  the  facts  appear,  his 
estate  must  be  held  liable.  But  if  any  new  facts  can  be  dis* 
closed  justifying  further  inquiry,  the  Court  will  direct  a 
]*eference  at  the  instance  of  his  representatives,  subject  to  the 
payment  of  costs  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court. 

The  amount  to  be  collected  from  shareholders  will  then  be 
$2638. 

The  mode  of  making  calls  and  collecting  money  from 
contributaries  is  settled  in  England  partly  by  the  act  which 
does  not  extend  here,  partly  by  usage,  as  appears  from 
Wordstvo^'tKs  Treaiise,  236,  &c  Here  we  must  establish  a 
practice  for  ourselves.  The  solicitor  of  the  mortgagee  is  the 
principal  party  interested,  and  a  Judge  will  grant  him  sum- 
monses for  the  several  parties  for  the  above  net  amounts, 
requiring  that  they  should  be  paid  within  a  specified  time  to 
the  Accountant  General,  without  costs,  unless  resisted  If 
resisted,  the  mode  of  enforcing  paymeqt  will  be  hereafter 
determined.  When  the  amounts  are  ascertained  and  collected 
a  final  order  will  pass  for  their  distribution,  and  the  provisions 
of  section  19  of  the  Provincial  Act  of  1862,  which  have  been 
so  far  observed,  will  be  carried  out,  and  justice  done  to  the 
mortgagee  and  other  creditors. 
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MANNING  V.  DeWOLF. 

DvmAXT  iMvliiir  Mdootd  plaiatUTi  riitor,  vu  Induetd  to  iMny  htr  by  the  soHdtatloiM 
of  her  tether,  who  ptol— >d  hit  ifttMngaewIn  radi  cms  to  support  her.  Immeiitotely  After 
tile  niMrrlage  defendant  left  hie  wife  who,  without  notice  to  her  hnebead,  went  to  Utw  with 
her  brother,  the  phdntlff,  with  the  tntentloo  ol  chai|ing  her  huebend  with  her  eapperl 

ffeld,  thel  phdntUI  conkl  Mi  leeorer. 

TouNO,  C.  J.,  now,  (August  12th,  1873,)  delivered  judg- 
ment as  follows  :— 

•Verdict  for  plaintiff  for  $70  against  the  impressions,  if  not 
the  opinion  of  the  Judge.  Action  by  brother  of  wife  against 
the  husband,  who  had  seduced  her  but  married  her  before  the 
child  was  bom,  at  the  urgent  solicitations  of  the  father,  John 
Manning.  His  evidence  was :  **  I  am  father  of  Mrs.  DeWolf , 
she  lived  with  my  son  after  the  marriage.  She  went  shortly 
after;  about  a  month;  ho  had  more  means  and  convenience  to 
take  charge  of  her ;  he  lived  up  stairs ;  had  two  rooms  and  the 
use  of  the  kitchen ;  my  son  provided  for  his  wife,  Mrs.  DeWolf 
and  himself ;  I  lived  below  in  the  same  house ;  meals  were 
taken  separately — (cross-examined) — we  once  in  a  while  eat 
together ;  I  made  defendant  all  kinds  of  promises,  to  induce 
him  to  marry  my  daughter ;  he  disputed  about  marrying  her, 
and  I  said  Uiere  was  the  house  and  she  could  live  in  it ;  I 
might  have  said  he  n.ight  go  where  he  plea^^l^  she  remained 
in  the  house  and  he  went  away ;  there  was  a^^tiild  to  be  bom 
and  it  ought  to  have  a  father ;  I  might  have  said  a  good  deal ; 
I  was  excited  ;  I  am  willing  to  keep  my  daughter,  and  I  mean 
to  keep  her ;  I  am  keeping  het*  now  and  was  from  the  time 
of  her  marriage ;  she  can  have  half  of  my  loaf  any  time — 
(cross-examined — I  made  the  promise  before  the  marriage.'* . 

The  plaintiff  said  that  he  and  his  family  lived  with  the 
father,  but  they  separated  and  kept  separate  tables  a  month 
or  two  (the  wife  said  a  week  or  so)  after  the  marriage.  Plain- 
tiff never  asked  defendant  to  pay  him.  The  wife  said  that 
plaintiff  intended  to  get  pay  when  she  went  to  board  with 
him ;  they  talked  it  over ;  they  did  not  contemplate  the  action 
at  first ;  defendant  left  her  next  morning  after  the  matnriage, 
in  September,  1870 ;  the  wife  had  never  seen  him  to  speak  to 
him  aince. 
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Tlie  case  turns  entirely  upon  these  special  facts,  Tbe 
rale  of  law  is  clear  as  laid  down  in  Sdw.  JV.  P.»  12th  edit.^ 
383;  Fialier's  Digest,  4407-9;  the  husband  here  having 
deserted  his  wife  without  cause,  would  be  clearly  liable  for 
necessaries  suitable  to  her  station  to  any  stranger  who  supplied 
them,  without  promise  on  his  part,  and  even,  as  I  think,  in  the 
face  of  his  remonstrance;  4  Bap,,  4ti;  S  H.  Jk  itT,  261 ;  iS 
L.  T.  A,  369. 

I  would  go  a  step  further  myself  and  hold  the  deserting 
husband  liable  to  the  father  and  brother  of  the  wife,  although 
the  case  of  Bradahaw  v.  Beard,  6  L.  T.  R.,  458,  relied  on  by 
the  plaintiff's  counsel,  is  rather  against  the  proposition.  It 
would  be  confined  at  all  events  to  necessaries  supplied,  for  it 
was  recently  decided  in  Deare  v.  SouMon,  L.  R,  9  Eq.,  151» 
that  a  person  who  has  advanced  money  to  a  married  womaa 
deserted  by  her  husband^  for  the  purpose  of,  and  which  has 
been  actually  applied  towards  her  support,  is  not  entitled  af 
common  law  though  entitled  in  equity  to  recover  such 
sums  from  the  husband.  The  difficulty  here  is  the 
evidence  of  the  father  and  the  obvious  purpose  of  the 
family  to  fasten  a  liability  on  the  defendant  without  notice. 
The  wife  might  have  remained  with  the  fathw  if  she 
chose,  her  going  up  stairs  to  the  brother  in  the  father's  house- 
and  the  brother's  supporting  her  and  her  child,  did  not  origi- 
nate in  any  necessity.  This  is  very  analogous  to  the  case 
where  the  wife  has  adequate  resources  of  her  own»  of  which 
the  plaintiff  had  notice,  or  is  in  fact  adequately  provided  f or» 
aliunde,  in  neither  of  which  cases  can  the  husband  be  made 
liable ;  S  Stark,  88 ;  4,  Burr.,  2177 ;  Moo.  Jk  Mai.,  101 ; 
Bosooe^a  N.  P.,  11th  edit.,  316  ;8C.&  P.,  15 ;  for  these  rea- 
sons I  think  that  the  verdict  cannot  be  sustained* 
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Note. — Suhseque^nt  to  tlie  prhUing  of  the  last  preceeding 
ease  a  nwmher  of  jv^gmenta  bearing  date  in  February  and 
foUuwing  months  of  1873^  and  which  du>uld  fJierefore  fijillofw 
at  p.  £14  ante,  were  diecovered  and  edited,  and  these  arehertto 
eulyoined  in  their  order  of  delivery. — Editor. 

WALLACE  V.  BREHM. 

Thb  pliUitifl  Miglit  to  iHure  »  T«idi0fc  for  d«ftnd»bti  m(  Atid«,  on  tho  framd  tiuti  the 
■dwdulo  •tUehod  to  a  dood  of  oompoiltloii  and  dlsduurfa  uiidMr  tho  InoolTiiit  Act  ihoold  not 
havo  boon  reeotvodtn-OTidonot.  No  okjeettoa  oould  haTo  been  nitad  to  the  died  ItaalC,  tho 
tebodnlo  waa  attachad  to  tha  dead  whan  prodnoad,  and  no  aridanoe  waa  addnaad  to  ihow  that 
It  waa  not  ao  attachad  whan  tha  daad  waa  oxaantad. 

Held,  that  than  waa  no  growid  for  dlatuiblag-tha  rarUet 

Ritchie;  J.,  now,  (February  4th,  1873,)  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  as  foUows : — 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  took  out  a  rule,  under  the  statute, 
to  set  aside  the  verdict  found  for  the  defendant  The  evidence 
on  the  trial  was  very  conflicting,  and  was,  in  my  opinion, 
properly  submitted  to  the  jury.  On  the  argument  the  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  relied  much  on  .the  improper  reception  of  a 
schedule  annexed  to  a  deed  produced  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  ahd  on  the  misdirection  of  the  learned  Judge  who 
tried  the  case.  No  objection  was,  or  indeed  could  have  been 
raised  to  the  reception  of  the  deed  itself,  which  was  a  deed  of 
composition  and  discharge  under  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1869, 
by  which  Thomas  J.  Wallace,  to  whom  the  note  in  question 
was  given,  undertook  to  release  the  defendant  from  all  further 
charge  and  demands,  which  he  might  have  against  the  defend- 
ant from  any  cause  whatever  ;  the  schedule  was  attached  to 
the  deed  when  produced  and  no  evidence  was  adduced  to  shew 
that  it  was  not  so  attached  when  it  was  executed,  and  Mr, 
Wallace,  though  examined  himself,  did  not  assert  that  it  was 
not  so  annexed  when  he  executed  it.  The  learned  Judge  left 
all  the  conflicting  testimony  to  the  jury  in  the  most  open 
manner,  inviting  them  to  draw  their  own  inferences  from  it ; 
and  if  they  gave  credence  to  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  there  was  quite  enough  to  justify  their  verdict. 

On  the  question  raised  as  to  th^  stamping  of  the  note 
alone,  I  do  not  aee  under  the  evidence  of  the  defendant,  if  the 
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jury  believed  it,  how  the  plaintiff  could  hope  to  disturb  the 
verdict,  and  the  appearance  of  the  stamps,  which  were  affixed 
to  the  note  when  produced,  was  strongly  corroborative  of  the 
account  given  of  them  by  the  defendant.  The  rule  for  a  new 
trial  should,  we  think,  be  discharged. 
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TtaB  pbintlff  MMl  hia  wife  whn«  wBlking*  •long'  om  of  tlM  ilnoli  ol  Hallfut,  feO  Into  n 
■ewer  nnd  mteiocd  Injorieo,  for  which  thej  hrooght  an  eoCion  oicilnat  the  dty  and  wen 
awnrded  damafaa.    The  Cttjr  then  applied  for  a  new  trIaL 

Heldt  thai  the  CUj,  although  not  provided  by  the  Lagldaton  wlUi  ftmdi  for  that  porpon, 
waa  liable  for  any  aeta  of  negligeooe  on  the  part  of  their  aerraota  or  employeea  in  and  ahoQt 
tbeatreeCa. 

Sseondiy,  that  the  ptaintUh  nnat  elearlj  ahow  that  thoy  ha?e  net  been  follty  of  Mfi^ 
feaoe  themaelTe«.  And  thSa  not  having  been  dune,  although  the  declaration  contained  aTai^' 
menti  that  the  plafartUli  had  empleyed  ordlnaiy  caoiion,  a  new  trial  waa  ordered. 

Sir  W.  Touno,  C.  J.,  now,  (February  4th,  1873,)  delivered 
judgment  as  follows : — 

This  is  an  action  for  damages  brought  by  John  Ward  and 
wife  against  the  City  of  Halifax,  in  consequence  of  an  injury 
sustained  by  the  latter  at  the  comer  of  Haruwer  Street  and 
Campbell  Road.  There  is  no  doubt  the  injury  was  done,  and 
the  damages  awarded  were  not  excessive.  The  defences  at 
the  trial  were  want  of  due  notice  of  the  action  under  the 
Charter — want  of  authority  in  .the  Superintendent  of  Streets 
— and  want  of  adequate  proof  of  Hanover  Street  being  a  pub- 
lic highway.  None  of  these  defences,  we  think,  could  prevail. 
The  notice  of  action  served  on  the  Mayor  was  enough,  and  the 
acts  of  the  Superintendent  must  be  accounted  the  acts  of  the 
Corporation  who  employed  and  paid  him«  Hanover  Street^ 
though  at  the  northei*n  extremity  of  the  city,  and  long  disused, 
ran  into  one  of  the  leading  rosds  connecting  it  with  Shav^ 
Street,  which  runs  parallel  to  the  road  and  is  built  upon,  and 
having  been  cut  down  and  improved  some  years  ago  at  the 
expense  of  the  city,  must  be  accepted  as  a  public  street  which, 
the  jury  found  it  to  be. 

But  two  questions  arose  upon  the  argument,  both  of 
ihem  attended  with  difficulty ;  and  as  they  involve  import^ 
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ant  principles,  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  public  and 
incambent  on  ns  to  look  into  them  thoroughly,  though  they 
were  not  suggested  at  the  trial.  The  first  of  these,  is  the 
liability  of  the  City  under  its  Charter.  This  has  hitherto  been 
taken  for  granted  in  this  Court,  though  in  the  only  reported 
case;  that  of  Evans,  in  OldrighCe  Repoiis,  IIL,  the  City  was 
discharged.  The  case,  however,  was  decided  upon  exceptional 
facts,  and  it  was  supposed  to  be  governed  by  the  case  of  Hail 
V.  Smith,  i  Bing.,  156,  which  was  right  in  itself,  but  the  doc- 
trine laid  down  by  Chief  Justice  Beat  has  been  held  to  have 
gone  too  far.  See  as  to  this  point  14  L.  T.  Rep.,  N.  S.,  682 ; 
1 H.  &  N.,  61.  The  liability  of  the  aty,  therefore,  is  now  for 
the  first  time  to  be  determined,  and  it  is  a  pretty  largo,  and  a 
very  difficult  question.  Is  the  City  to  be  held  r&sponsible  for 
all  negligences  of  its  committees,  superintendents  and  labourers 
in  and  about  the  streets,  in  town  and  the  roads  on  the  Penin- 
sula, and  for  all  acts  of  malfeasance  and  non-feasance  lead- 
ing to  accidents  and  injuries ;  and  if  so,  from  what  fund  are 
the  damages  and  costs  to  be  paid.  In  the  Act  of  1864,  sees. 
330,  331,  the  objects  to  be  provided  for  by  assessment  are 
strictly  defined,  and  to  pay  such  damages  and  co-sts,  the  City 
Council  must  misappropriate  money  raised  for  other  purposes. 
On  the  other  hand,  they  have  the  general  charge  of  the  streets, 
acting  through  a  committee  drawn  from  their  own  body,  and 
a  superintendent  appointed  by  themselves,  and  removable  at 
pleasure.  And  if  a  citizen  is  injured  in  person  or  property  by 
the  negligent  performance  of -a  public  work,  or  by  the  supine- 
ness  or  carelessness  of  a  public  oflicer  or  employee,  it  is  more 
accordant  with  natural  justice,  that  the  loss  should  fall  on  the 
whole  community,  than  on  the  individual,  who  has  been 
injured  without  any  fault  of  his  own. 

Several  cases  were  cited  at  the  argument  and  others  have 
since  been  found  in  the  American  reports,  founded  partly  on 
acts  of  legislation  in  the  different  States,  which  we  have  not 
adopted,  and  the  decisions  are  by  no  means  consistent  with 
themselves.  Those  of  Mawachusetta  are  to  be  found  in  the 
Digest,  804,  and  they  discountenance  any  liability  of  the 
Towns  for  such  accidents  at  common  law.  See  Mmoer  v. 
LeicedeT,  9  Mass.,  237,  and  Brady  v.  The  City  of  LoweU,  S 
Cushing,  124,    In  New  York  an  opposite  view  appeal's  to 
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prevail.  In  a  note  to  the  American  edition  of  /  J7.  dEr  IT.,  59, 
the  lease  of  Lloyd  v.  The  Mayor  of  New  York,  1  Selden,  369 
shows  that  a  Municipal  Corporation  is  responsible  ior  the 
negligence  of  those  whom  it  employs,  in  not  lighting  or  closing 
an  excavation  made  in  the  streets  for  repair  of  a  public  sewer. 
And  in  the  case  of  Stone  v.  The  City  of  Utica,  3  New  York 
Appeal  Reports,  104,  the  sa'me  principle  was  upheld  referring 
to  a  recent  case,  16  N  F.,  161,  where  it  was  held  that  a  Muni- 
cipal Corporation  which  owes  to  the  public  the  duty  of, 
keeping  its  streets  in  a  safe  condition  for  travel,  must  com-- 
pensate  persons  receiving  special  injury  from  the  non-observ- 
ance of  that  duty.  So  in  The  City,  of  Buffalo  ▼•  UoUoxxHiy^ 
3  Selden,  403,  the  opinion  was  clearly  expressed,  that  the 
Corporation  of  Buffalo  was  liable  to  persons  receiving  injury . 
by  its  neglect  to  maintain  lights  and  guards  around  the 
excavations  made  in  progress  of  the  work.  * 

If  the  American  decisions  are  thus  in  conflict,  the  Englisk 
cases  on  the  liability  of  Corporate  Bodies,  Trustees  or  Com- 
missioners carrying  on  public  works,  are  infinitely  more  at 
variance,  and  would  have  required  an  extended  review  had  it 
not  been  for  the  able  and  exhaustive  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice 
Blackburn  in  the  case  of  The  Meraay  Board  v.  OihbSt  adopted 
by  the  House  of  Lords ;  L.  R.,  1  H.  L.,  93 ;  14  L.  T.  Rep., 
N.  S.,  677.  He  quotes  with  approval  the  rule  laid  down  by 
Bayley,  J.,  in  Jon^  v.  Bird,  5  B.  &  Aid.,  837,  that  '*  it  is  not 
enough  that  Commissioners  executing  a  sewer  authorised  by 
statute,  should  act  bona  fide  and  to  the  best  of  their  skill  and 
judgment.  They  are  bound  also  to  conduct  themselves  in  a 
skilful  manner,  to  do  ail  that  any  skilful  person  could  reason- 
ably be  required  to  do  in  such  a  case."  After  citing  an  opin- 
ion somewhatiopposite  of  Lord  Cottenham,  and  which  this  case 
may  be  taken  to  have  overruled.  Judge  Blachlmm  prefers  the 
doctrine  of  Lord  CampheU,  in  8  £11.  &  61.,  812,  that  in  every 
case  the  liability  of  a  body  created  by  a  statute  must  be 
determined  by  a  true  interpretation  of  the  statute  under 
which  it  is  created.  And  if  the  true  interpretation  of  the 
statute  is,  that  the  duty  is  cast  upon  the  incorporated  body, 
not  only  to  make  the  works  authorized,  but  also  to  take 
proper  care  and  use  reasonable  skill,  that  the  works  are  such 
as  the  statute  authorizes,  or  to  take  reasonable  care  that  they 
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are  in  a  fit  state  for  the  use  of  the  public,  there  is  nothing 
illogical  or  inconsistent  in  holding  that  those  injured  by  their 
neglect  should  be  compensated  out  of  their  funds. 

The  last  case  I  shall  cite  upon  this  branch  is  that  of 
Forman  et  uos.  v.  The  Mayor^  Jkc,  of  CaTUerlmry,  24  L.  T.  Rep., 
N.  S.,  385,  founded  on  the  above  case  in  the  House  of  Lords 
and  decided  in  1871.  li  was  brought  for  an  injury  resulting 
from  a  heap  of  stones  left  on  a  public  highway  and  remaining 
during  the  night  without  guard  or  light,  and  it  was  h^d  that 
the  defendants  were  liable  for  the  negligence  of  their  servants 
in  placing  and  leaving  such  a  heap.  The  defendants  were  the 
Local  Board  of  Health  under  the  Local  Government  Act  1858, 
and  bear  a  close  analogy  to  the  City  Council  or  Committee  of 
Streets  under  our  Act  of  1864.  This  case  also  has  a  beating 
on  the  case  of  EvaiM  v.  The  City,  already  cited  from  Oldright's 
Reports. 

On  the  authority  of  these  cases,  and  especially  the  two 
last,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  city,  although  not  provided  by 
the  legislature  with  funds,  (as  to  which  point  see  8  El,  ik  BL, 
813,)  are  liable  for  any  acts  of  negligence  in  their  servants 
and  employees  in  and  about  our  streets.  But  there  are  two 
important  limitations,  never  to  be  lost  sight  of — first,  negli* 
gence  in  every  case  in  the  officers  and  servants  of  the  city 
must  be  shewn  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  jury,  afiirmed  by  the 
Court  A  ease  was  tried  before  me  some  yeai*s  ago  which 
illustrated  thb:  If  a  street  is  in  good  order  at  sunsets,  and 
during  the  night  a  rush  of  water  forms  a  trench,  or  a  drain 
originally  well  executed  falls  in  under  the  violence  of  the 
storm,  the  city  is  not  liable  for  an  injury  done  before  the 
defect  b  known  or  can  be  cured. 

On  this  head  a  clause  in  the  UcaeachuBetts  Digest,  chap.  25, 
sec  22,  is  well  worthy  of  imitation  by  the  revisors  of  the  city 
diarter,  as  it  gives  the  city  twenty«four  hours  to  cure  any 
defect  or  want  of  repair  in  any  highway  or  bridge,  and  if  the 
dty  bad  reasonable  notioe  of  such  defect  the  party  injured 
may  recover  double  damage.  These  provisions  are  just  to 
both  parties,  and  afford  the  dty  reasonable  time  and  protec* 
tion.  So  it  cannot  be  expected  that  the  used  and  obscure 
streets  in  the  suburbs,  or  the  roads  on  the  Peninsula  can  be 
kept  in  the  same  exact  order  with  OranvUU  or  HMi$  Stvtet^ 


268       WARD    ET   ux.   v.   CITY   OF   HALIFAX. 

side  ditches  may  be  sufficient  in  the  one  which  would  not  be 
tolerated  in  the  other.  So  also  some  respect  must  be  paid  to 
the  way  in  which  the  streets  are  constructed.  The  breaks  in 
the  stone  causeways  are  necessary,  but  very  dangerous  things ; 
but  it  does  not  follow  that  every  one  who  thoughtlessly  or 
accidentally  gets  his  foot  in  them  and  gives  it  a  twist,  has  an 
action  against  the  city.  A  plaintiff,  again,  who  runs  incauti- 
ously against  a  lamp-post  or  a  tree  standing  on  the  street,  or 
a  fence  or  p9st  put  up,  with  the  assent  of  the  city  officers,  to 
guard  or  facilitate  the  erection  of  a  building,  must  not  expect 
as  a  matter  of  right  to  recover  damages. 

Every  case,  in  short,  must  depend  on  its  own  circumstances, 
and  the  onuB  of  proving  negligence  will  generally  rest  on  the 
plaintiff.  In  the  present  case  it  is  to  be  noted  that  the  drain 
in  Han&ver  Street  had  been  opened  as  far  back  as  10  or  12 
years  ago,  that  it  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  done  in  a 
workman-like  manner,  that  it  was  ran  originally  under  the 
Campbell  Rood,  and  that  the  tail  of  it  extended  across  the 
sidewalk,  not  by  any  act  of  the  city  or  its  officers,  but  from 
the  lapse  of  time  and  the  water  gulling  it  out. 

And  this  introduces  the  second  and  equally  material 
limitaticm,  that  the  plaintiff  shall  be  guilty  of  no  negligence 
himselt  The  cases  on  this  head  also  are  numerous,  both  in 
England  and  America,  and  they  concur  very  much  with  each 
other.  In  four  cases  against  the  inhabitants  of  Andover^ 
2  Gushing,  600,  it  was  held  that  a  town  is  liable  for  an  injury 
occasioned  by  a  defect  in  a  highway,  where  the  primary  cause 
of  the  injury  is  a  pure  accident,  as  for  example  the  failure  of 
some  part  of  a  carriage  or  harness;  provided  the  accident 
occur  without  the  fault  or  negligence  of  the  party  injured, 
and  be  one  which  common  prudence  and  sagacity  could  not 
have  foreseen ;  and  provided  also  that  the  injury  could  not 
have  been  sustained  but  for  the  defect  in  the  highway.  In 
Sponhawk  v.  The  City  of  Salem,  I  Allen's  Mass.  Rep.,  30,  it 
was  decided  that  a  town  is  not  liable  for  an  injury  sustained 
by  a  traveller  while  straying  outside  the  limits  of  the  high- 
way where  the  whole  highway  and  the  land  next  adjoining 
are  safe  and  convenient  to  travel  upon ;  nor  are  towns  obliged 
to  maintain  fences  merely  to  prevent  travellers  from  straying 
out  of  the  highway. 
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It  is  not  every  negligence,  however,  that  will  deprive  a 
plaintiff  of  his  right  to  recover  damages.  In  Davis  v.  Mann, 
10  M.  &  W.,  64G,  Parke  B.  lays  down  the  rule  in  these  terms ; 
**  that  although  there  may  have  been  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  yet  unless  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  he 
might  have  avoided  the  consequences  of  the  defendant's 
negligence,  he  is  entitled  to  recover ;  if  by  ordinary  care  he 
might  have  avoided  them,  he  is  the  author  of  his  own  wrong.'' 
The  same  rule  was  adopted  by  Bylea  J.,  at  Nisi  Prixia,  6 
L.  T.  R.,  N.  S.,  235,  in  the  case  of  Witherley  v.  The  Regente 
Canal  Company ^  brought  under  Lord  CampbdVa  act,  "  that 
if  the  deceased,  by  his  own  negligence,  partly  contributed  to 
the  accident,  so  that  but  for  that  negligence  it  would  not  have 
occurred,  the  company  were  entitled  to  the  verdict  even 
although  there  had  been  some  want  of  care  on  their  part" 

Let  us  apply  this  principle  to  some  of  the  cases  mentioned 
at  the  argument  It  is  in  proof  that  there  is  an  open  sewer 
on  the  south  side  of  Hanover  Street — ^there  is  one  as  we  all 
know,  on  the  west  side  of  Park  Street,  Now  suppose  a  man, 
in  place  of  keeping  in  the  middle  oi*  safe  side  of  the  street, 
from  stupidity  or  intoxication,  tumbles  into  one  of  these 
sewers,  the  question  then  would  be  has  he  brought  the  injury 
upon  himself,  and  if  so  the  city  must  be  acquitted.  The 
pleader  who  drew  the  declaration  in  this  case — and  it  is  very 
well  drawn — was  sufficiently  alive  to  the  rule.  He  avers  both 
in  his  first  and  second  count,  that  the  plaintiff*,  the  wife,  was 
using  the  public  highway  and  employing  ordinary  caution  in 
the  use  thereof.  In  answer  to  this  the  defendant's  in  their 
fifth  plea  say,  that  the  sewers,  &c,  were  covered,  &c.,  so  as  to 
prevent  damage  or  injury  to  any  person  using  the  highway 
and  employing  ordinary  caution  in  the  use  thereof. 

This  was  the  maixf  issue,  or  one  of  the  main  issues  to  be 
tried,  yet  it  seems  to  have  attracted  no  attention  whatever, 
nor  was  the  judge  even  asked  to  submit  it  to  the  jury.  I  am 
very  clear  that  it  ought  to  be  so  and  must  be  found  for  the 
plaintiffs  before  the  city  can  be  held  liable,  and  therefore  that 
there  must  be  a  new  trial ;  but  as  the  defence  was  not  made 
at  the  first  trial,  I  think  that  the  rule  nisi  should  be  made 
absolute  without  costs. 
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Acnov  of  ejectarant  Wtwaen  AdjoUiloir  firoprittoim,  fbe  qmstlMu  tebiip  eatlr^  ntttcn 
«(  fact,  and  the  Jury  havinjr  tonmi.  for  the  plalntiiE,  althcNigh  tb«re  iru  •«flicteut<ildoi>ce  to 
JutUy  ft  rwdiet  th«  •thtr  waj  if  they  had  tbovf  ht  lit. 

Held,  that  the  vardict  A««W  not  ba  dlahirlMd. 

The  defendant*  tendered  two  plant  in  erfclenoe  whidi  came  fk<em  fbe  Oromi  Land  OOcei 
which  the  vitneaa  who  prodooed  them  ateted  had  been  <hera  for  at  leeet  thirtj  jrean,  hnt 
■tNkerlMreflfinaerhialavywaagiwBn,  nor  waa  h  ahovn  fliat  they- had  been.  legaided  1m 
that  oflloe  ae  authentic 

Btld,  that  the  Jadge  had  done  right  In  i«}eoting  them. 

DesBakrbs,  J.,  now,  (Februniy  4th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  C!ourt  as  follows : 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  the  possession 
of  two  small  triangular  piee^  of  land  claimed  by  the  plaintiff 
as  part  of  a  traet  of  450  acres,  situate  at  the  Dutch  ViUage^ 
near  this  city,  that  was  granted  by  the  Crown  to  the  Bishop 
of  Ifava  Scotia  and  others  on  the  1st  May  1813.  The  grantee 
by  deed  dated  20th  April,  1859,  conveyed  36f  acres  of  this 
tract  to  Robert  Walker,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  who,  together 
with  his  wife,  conveyed  the  same  to  his  son  Edward,  the 
other  plaintiff*,  by  deed  dated  10th  July,  1868.  The  action  it 
appears  was  at  first  brought  in  the  name  of  Edxoard  Walker, 
but  upon  an  application  made  to  a  Judge  of  this  Court,  leave 
was  granted  to  add  the  name  of  Robert  Walker  as  co-plaintiff 
with  Edward,  and  the  action  was  thenceforth  prosecuted  in 
the  names  of  both  plaintiffs. 

It  was  contended  by  the  plaintiffs  at  the  trial  as  well  as  at 
the  argument,  that  the  two  lots  of  land  in  question,  which  at*e 
divided  by  a  street  running  through  them,  were  clearly  shown 
by  the  evidence  to  be  within  the  grant  to  the  Bishop  and 
others,  and  part  of  the  tract  of  36|  acres  conveyed  by  the 
grantees  to  Robert  WaUeer.  The  defendant^  on  the  other 
band,  contended  and  insisted  that  the  two  small  pieces  of  land 
in  dispute  were  part  of  a  tract  of  94  acres  of  land  immedi- 
ately adjoining  the  Qlebe  land  on  the  east  that  was  granted 
by  the  Crown  to  Colonel  Frederick  Uamxtton  on  the  6th 
June,  1768,  to  which  he  claimed  to  have  a  legal  title,  first  of 
all  under  a  deed^from  Colonel  RamiUon  to  George  jBdj^era,  the 
great  grandfather  of  defendant  dated  7th  OiAcher^  1763,  which 
was  but  a  short  time  af  tor  the  passing  of  the  grant ;  then  under 
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iho  will  of  George  Bayers,  dated  3rd  May,  1801 ;  and,  lastly. 
under  a  deed  from  Francis  Bayers  and  others  to  defendant, 
dated  3rd  January,  1851.  It  is  not  denied  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  36}  acres  of  the 
Olebe  land  granted  to  the  Bishop  of  Nova  Scotia  and  others, 
nor  is  it  denied  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the  defend- 
ant is  entitled  to  the  land  granted  to  CcL  Hamilton. 

The  legal  title  of  the  contending  parties  to  the  lands  con? 
veyed  to  them  by  the  respective  deeds  produced  in  evidence, 
-was  admitted  at  the  argument,  and,  having  been  admitted, 
the  question  involved  here  is  not  a  question  of  title  upon 
which  we  are  called  upon  to  express  an  opinion,  but  a  ques- 
tion of  disputed  boundary  between  the  two  grants,  which  is 
more  a  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  than  for 
this  Court.  The  case  was  tried  before  my  brother  McCuUy, 
under  whose  charge  a  veixlict  wias  found  for  the  plaintiSis.  A 
rule  nisi  was  taken  under  the  statute  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
aside  upon  grounds  with  which  we  have  become  quite  familiar : 
first,  as  being  against  law  and  evidence;  next,  for  the 
improper  reception  and  rejection  of  evidence;  and,  lastly,  for 
misdirection. .  Looking  at  the  evidence  given  in  the  cause  and 
the  charge  delivered  by  the  learned  Judge  to  the  jury,  I  do  not 
think  the  verdict  ought  to  be  disturbed  upon  any  one  or  other 
of  the  grounds  taken  in  the  rule.  There  is,  it  is  true,  no  evi- 
dence of  any  line  having  1>een  run  and  established  between 
the  original  owners  or  grantees  of  these  two  adjoining  tracts 
of  land,  but  there  is  evidence  of  a  stone  wall  as  a  boundary 
between  the  two  lots  or  grants  for  a  period  of  sixty  years,  by 
which  those  holding  under  the  respective  grants  on  either  side 
appear  to  have  held  the  lands  they  claimed.  The  lots  in  dis- 
pute are  to  the  west  of  the  line  of  wall,  and  are,  according  to 
the  plaintiff's  contention,  within  the  Glebe  tract  and  part  of 
the  land  conveyed  to  Robert  Walkei*  tinder  the  deed  of  the 
20th  April,  1859.  If  that  be  true,  nothing  short  of  a  posses- 
sion in  defendant  for  twenty  years  can  give  him  a  light  to 
hold  the  disputed  lots,  and,  as  the  evidence  on  that  point  does 
not  show  a  possession  for  more  than  nineteen  years  of  one  lot 
and  fourteen  yeara  o{  the  other,  no  title  by  possession  has  for 
that  reason  been  acquired  .by  the  defendant,  and  we  oome 
baok  to  what  I  consider  the  only  real  and  imporUnt  Question, 
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in  this  case,  and  that  is  the  question  of  boundary  between 
the  two  grants.  The  true  west  line  of  the  Hamilton  grant, 
which  must  be  the  east  line  of  the  Glebe  grant  according  to 
the  description  in  the  former  grant,  is  represented  as  being  on 
a  road  communicating  between  the  blockhouses,  of  which 
road  no  tiuces  are  to  be  foupd,  and  there  is  at  this  moment  no 
known  boundary  between  the  two  grants  other  than  the  stone 
wall  which  has  been  on  the  ground  for  sixty  years.  The  line 
of  this  wall  is  a  straight  line.  A  line  running  between  the 
blockhouses,  if  their  localities  are  rightly  laid  down  on  the 
plan,  would  be  a  crooked  and  circuitous  line,  and  if  the  stone 
wall  is  not  the  boundary  there  is  at  this  day  no  boundary 
whatever  between  the  two  grants.  Now  it  appears  to  me  that 
the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  .the  acts  of  the  owners  and 
occupiers  of  these  two  adjoining  giunts  of  land  is  that  the 
stone  wall,  whether  originally  built  as  such  or  not,  was,  by 
common  consent,  considered  as  the  boundary  of  the  two  lots. 
Robert  Walker' 8  evidence  is  important  as  regards  the  occu- 
pation of  the  Glebe  land  and  the  boundary  by  which  it  was 
held,  though  on  one  or  two  points  it  is  not  favoi*able  to  him- 
self. He  savs  :  '*  I  know  the  Glebe  land  and  have  known  it  for 

m 

fifty  years.  I  purchased  part  of  the  Glebe  land  and  leased 
property  of  the  GUbe  land  before  I  purchased.  I  was  in 
possession  of  between  20  and  40  acres,  I  know  the  east 
bound  of  what  I  was  in  possession, — it  was  the  west  side  of 
Bayers'  stone  wall ;  that  was  my  boundary  on  the  east.  I 
have  known  the  stone  wall  for  sixty  years.  I  forbade  parties 
working  on  the  land  in  dispute.  I  know  the  triangular  pieces 
of  land,  one  lying  on  the  north  of  the  village  middle  road 
and  the  other  on  the  south.  It  is  the  property  in  dispute.  I 
deeded  these  triangular  pieces  of  land  to  my  son.  I  was  in 
possession  of  them  over  twenty  years,  the  twa  comers  of 
which  I  held  up  to  the  stone  wall  and  followed  it  as  my 
boundary  on  the  north.  I  own  the  south  part  and  my  son 
the  other.  There  was  a  stone  wall  as  a  south  boundary ;  I 
held  up  to  that.  About  ten  years  ago  a  part  of  the  disputed 
portion  was  not  fenced  by  the  defendant.  They  began  to 
fence  on  the  south  part  about  fourteen  years  ago."  In  his 
cross-examination  he  says :  '^  Bayers  was  dearing  it  (the  land). 
Whon  I  purchased  he  had  not  fenced  it;  it  was  then  a  wild 
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piece  of  common  on  the  south  side  of  the  road.  He  had  posh^ 
aession  when  I  got  my  deed  fourteen  years  aga  I  had  it  in 
claim  then.  I  fenced  in  a  part  of  it  before  I  got  my  deed,— 
a  piece  on  each  side  of  the  road, — ^not  any  of  the  triangular 
lots.  TUus  Smith  made  a  survey  thirty  years  ago.  I 
employed  him  to  run  off  my  land  under  that  lease.  He  made 
the  line  to  run  where  the  defendant  claims  now.  I  went  into 
possession  under  the  survey.*'  On  being  re-examined  he  says : 
"  I  employed  Smith  to  lay  me  off  twenty  acres  of  the  OUbe^ 
1  was  not  in  possession  then.  I  might  have  fenced  ten  acres ; 
it  was  no  part  of  the  triangle." 

TTm.  A.  Hendry  says :  "  I  know  the  property  in  dispute. 
There  are  about  three  acres,  I  think.  I  identify  the  property 
described  in  the  Glebe  deed  in  this  plan."  On  the  description 
being  read  over  he  says :  "  I  am  familiar  with  the  lines  and 
property  there.  According  to  the  description  read  over,  the 
triangular  pieces  are  included  in .  the  Olehe  deed  to  plaintiff. 
On  heacring  read  the  description  from  the  Crown  grant,  I 
recognize  tibte  locality  described  in  the  Olebe  deed  to  plaintiff 
Robert  Walker  to  be  within  that  contained  in  the  Crown 
grant  I  know  the  remains  of  an  old  blockhouse  east  of  the 
stone  wall  which  forms  the  west  boundary  of  Baytnl  land.  I 
was  agent  for  the  church  lands  out  there  for  several  years, 
perhaps  eight  or  nine  years.  Began  to  be  agent  in  1850. 
Outside  of  the  stone  wall  west  was  always  recognized  as 
QUhe.  I  have  known  the  stone  wall  for  thirty  years."  In 
his  cross-examination  he  says :  ^  The  QH£be  land  is  bounded  on 
the  ea$t  and  the  HcmUton  grant  west  by  the  blockhouse 
road. 

The  evidence  of  John  Klinet^  the  next  and  last  witness  for 
plaintiffs  is  not. material. 

Then  comes  the  evidence  fbtr  the  defence.  Thomas  Bayers, 
defendant,  says :  "  I  have  known  the  premises  since  I  can 
remember.  I  live  near  them.  My  father  always  held  posses- 
sion of  the  two  triangular  lots ;  always  claimed  them.  It  was 
all  an  open  common.  I  first  fenced  the  two  disputed  Iota.  I 
enclosed  them  on  plaintiff**  boundaries ;  the  one  south  of  the 
road  was  fenced  twenty  years  ago }  the  fence  is  where  it  was 
originally  put  I  have  oolUvated  part  of  it  and  grubbed  the 
rest;  eight  or  nine  years  since  I  coltivated.    Walhefr  pat  up 

18»  r        r 
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the  fence  on  the  base  or  north  side  of  the  triangle.  It  is 
fourteen  years  since  I  enclosed  the  north-east  lot.  WaUur 
had  fenced  on  the  line  I  claimed  to  before  I  fenced  at  all." 
In  his  cross-examination  he  says  :  "The  deed  of  the  two  cor- 
ner lots  was  another  and  different  deed  from  that  which  I  got 
of  the  other  lands.  My  grandfather's  property  has  been 
divided — the  last  of  it  about  a  year  ago.  There  was  no  divi- 
sion till  after  I  purchased  these  two  lots." 

Cliarles  Fairbanks,  surveyor,  was  next  called,  and  says : 
**  I  surveyed  the  lots  and  laid  out  the  Hamilton  grant  on  the 
ground.  1  found  the  remains  of  blockhouses  where  I  have 
marked  them  on  the  plan.  The  lots  in  dispute  aie  covered  by 
and  contained  in  the  description  of  the  HaTaiUon  grant 
Description  of  defendants'  deed  describes  the  land  in  dispute, 
and  it  is  in  the  Hamilton  grant.  I  oan't  find  a  trace  of  the 
Blockhouse  road." 

John  BayerSt  sen'r,  brother  of  defendant,  was  next  called. 
He  speaks  of  the  survey  made  by  Titus  Smith,  at  which 
Robert  Walker  was  present,  twenty-seven  or  twenty-eight 
years  ago  and  says :  "  We  ran  on  a  sight  from  the  blockhouse 
and  laid  stones  on  the  base  line.  This  was  the  full  line  run. 
Walker  put  up  a  fence  on  the  north  side  of  the  road  and 
defendant  put  up  the  remainder.  Walker  went  into  possession 
under  a  lease  he  got  of  the  property.  The  fences  have  been 
there  ever  since  they  were  put  up. 

Alfred  Bayers,  son  of  defendant,  was  next  examined.  He 
says :  *'  I  know  the  lots  in  dispute.  My  father  has  had  them 
fenced  a  long  time.  I  remember  my  father  put  up  the  line 
fence  twenty  or  twenty-one  years  ago  last  spring.  Walker 
knew  it  and  made  no  objection.  This  divided  defendants'  lot 
from  plaintiff's.  The  fence  along  the  road  had  been  made 
before  Walker  put  up  the  fence  from  the  stone  wall  to  the 
road." 

TTm.  A.  Hendry,  recalled,  and  on  being  shewn  a  deed  with 
a  plan  annexed,  says :  "  I  made  the  plan  from  an  actual  sur- 
v^  tot  Thomas  Bayers  in  1850.  I  made  a  division  of  the 
estate  and  plans  for  different  members  of  the  family.  The 
{neoe  of  land  in  dispute  was  not  taken  into  account  nor 
divided,    I  told  him  the  CKebe  folks  obtained  it'' 
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Thamaa  Bayei's,  the  son  of  defendant,  was  the  last  witness, 
bat  his  evidence  not  being  material  need  not  be  repeated. 

Now  the  most  material  evidence  in  this  case  is  that  given 
by  Mr.  Hendry  on  one  side  and  Mr.  Fairbanks  on  the  other. 
Mr.  Hendry  proves  the  lots  in  dispute  to  be  within  the  grant 
to  the  Bishop  of  Nova  Scotia  and  othei's,  called  the  Glebe  lot, 
and  Mr.  Fairbanks  states  that  these  lots  are  within  the 
HamiUan  grant  They  entirely  differ  with  each  other  on 
that  point)  but  their  evidence,  as  well  as  their  credibility,  like 
that  of  all  the  other  witnesses,  was  for  the  jury  and  not  for 
us,  and  having  decided  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is  not  for 
us  to  exercise  the  functions  properly  belonging  to  the  jury, 
and  say  their  decision  was  wrong.  The  case  was,  as  I  think, 
fairly  and  prcJperly  left  to  the  jury  by  the  learned  Judge,  who 
told  them  that  he  thought  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  should 
succeed  just  as  it  was  made  to  appear  that  the  premises  in 
dispute  were  contained  in  the  Hamilton  or  Glebe  grant, 
expressing  his  view  that  the  existence  of  the  stone  wall  for 
sixty  years  was  a  significant  fact  to  shew  where  the  boundary 
between  the  two  grants  was.  I  do  not  see  any  ground  to 
complain  of  the  chaige  of  the  learned  Judge,  and  may  add 
ibat  I  do  not  know  in  what  other  way  the  case,  under  the 
circumstances,  could  well  have  been  presented  to  the  jury. 
There  is  therefore,  in  my  view,  no  ground  for  setting  aside 
Uie  verdict  for  misdirection. 

But  it  was  contended  that  the  two  old  plans  spoken  of  by 
Mr.  Hend/ry  as  coming  out  of  thefCrown  Land  office  and  ten- 
dered as  evidence  on  the  part  of  tiie  defence,  ought  to  have 
been  received»imd  that^  having  been  rejected,  the  verdict  on 
thai  ground  alone,  if  for  no  other,  must  be  set  aside.  Mr* 
Hendry  says  he  found  these  plans  in  the  Crown  Land  office 
thirty' years  ago  and  pasted  and  put  them  in  book  shape. 
Na  8  he  considered  a  very  old  plan, — ^it  was  partly  gone ; 
the  other,  called  the  FMgn  plan,  purported  to  be  a  copy  made 
by  Fleignt  Deputy  Surveyor.  He  knew  of  no  original  of  it 
If  the  origin  or  history  of  these  plans  had  been  given,  or 
it  it  could  have  been  shown  tfiat  they  had  been  lequved  and 
regarded  in  the  office  as  auCbentibi  or  accepted  and  recognised 
by  tha  ^owners  of  tbo  lands  deacribed  as  true  and  correct 
ilffMnffttJOTf  of  t)ieir  propertieB»  then  I  think  they  ought  to 
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have  been  received ;  bub  no  proof  was  given  of  their  authen- 
ticity or  that  they  were  recognized  as  true  and  reliable  plans, 
and  they  were  tendered  as  evidence  simply  because  they  were 
found  in  the  Crown  X^and  office  by  Mr.  Hendry  thirty  years 
ago  and  pasted  and  kept  there  in  book  shape  ever  since,  ifn 
Bendry  does  not  even  Ray  that  he  considered  either  the  one 
or  the  other  of  these  plans  such  as  were  to  be  relied  upon, 
from  their  chaihicter  and  age,  from  his  own  personal  know- 
ledge of  their  correctness,  or  any  other  circumstance  that 
would  give  them  validity.  It  would,  I  think,  be  going  too 
far  and  unwise  to  hold  that  plans  coming  out  of  the  Crown 
Land  office,  under  such  circumstances,  were  receivable  in  this 
Court  as  evidence  binding  on  litigant  owners  of  land.  In  my 
view,  therefore,  the  learned  Judge  exercised  a  sound  discretion 
in  rejecting  them. 

On  the  ground  taken  of  the  improper  reception  of  evi- 
dence nothing  more  need  be  said  than  that  there  was  no 
objection  made  at  the  trial  to  any  of  the  evidence  received. 

Looking  at  this  case  as  one  peculiarly  for  the  jury,  and 
one  in  ^hich  upon  the  evidence,  the  jury,  if  they  had  thought 
fit,  might  have  found  a  verdict  the  other  way,  yet  having 
found  it  for.  the  plaintiff  upon  evidence  which,  being  believed, 
justified  such  finding,  I  think  the  verdict  must  stand,  and  that 
the  rule  to.  set  it  aside  and  for  a  new  trial  must  be  dischai^ged 
with  costs. 

A  point  was  taken  by  Mr.  Ritchie  at  the  argument  that  as 
the  d^endant  was  in  possession  of  the  lots  at  the  time  the 
deed  to  Bdbert  Walker  was  executed,  the  plaintiff  coald  not 
reeover.  I  have  not  noticed  this  point  because  I  did  not  think 
it  at  all  affected  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  recover,  it  having  been 
proved  by  RcbeH  Walker  that  although  defendant  did  enter 
into  powession  before  he  obtained  a  deed  from  the  grantees, 
he  had  actually  purchased  the  property  before  its  execution 
and  had  it  in  keeping  at  the  time.  This  being  an  uncontra- 
dicted statement,  I  thought  it  was  a  good  answer  to  the 
olgeetion. 

WzumiB,  ^.—Whether  both  or  either  of  the  triangular 
pieess  ol  land  in  diq^ate  w«it^orwa%  ob  were  not^  or  was  not 
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covered  in  strictness  by  the  description  in  the  HamilUm  gtant, 
was  at  the  trial,  and  pi*obably  ever  will  be  incapable  of  being 
demonstrated.  The  difficulty  has  arisen  from  the  fact  of  the 
western  line  of  that  grant,  the  western  bound  of  the  Bayers* 
and  the  eastern  bound  of  the  WdUcei^*  being  identical  with 
that  which  in  the  gi*ant  is  designated  as  a  road  communicating 
between  the  blockhouses.  Of  that  road  existing  in  1763,  the 
date  of  the  grant,  often  patrolled  it  may  be  by  Governor 
Lawrence  and  his  brave  soldiers  in  the  night-watches,  when 
the  war-whoop  of  savages  echoed  along  the  adjacent  roads 
menacing  the  picketted  outworks  of  the  nascent  settlement 
then  feebly  struggling  into  life,  but  now  rejoicing  in  the  proud 
title  of  the  great  City  of  Halifax,  no  vestiges,  save  perhaps, 
the  apocryphal  sites  of  the  blockhouses  can  be  traced.  The 
difficulty  adverted  to  is  greatly  increased  by  the  obvious  con- 
sideration that  that  road  may  not  have  run  between  its 
extreme  points  or  termini  in  a  stnught  line.  It  is  quite 
possible  that  it  may  have  run  from  the  termination  of  the 
line  mnning  5,  58  in  or  forty  rods  for  a  certain  distance 
southerly  and  westwardly  somewhat  in  the  general  course 
of  the  present  wall,  and  afterwards  diverged  so  as  to  leave 
or  not  to  leave  to  the  eastward  of  it,  the  triangular  pieces  of 
land  which  form  the  subject  of  this  controversy.  The  wall 
was  probably  fixed  conventionally  and  for  convenience,  not 
exactly  on  the  road,  but  on  a  straight  line.  If  so  it  can  only 
conclude  the  parties  for  the  extent  of  it,  not  for  an  extension 
of  it  opposite  to  the  triangular  pieces.  There  the  question  is 
open  and  it  can  only  be  decided  in  the  absence  of  further 
evidence  by  possession,  which  is  decidedly  in  favour  of  the 
defendant 

Thus  the  existing  wall  furnishes,  in  support  of  the 
plaintifTs  verdict,  no  reliable  evidence  from  whence  it  would, 
in  my  opinion,  be  competent  to  9,  jury  to  infer  that  a 
continuation  of  the  wall  in  a  straight  line  extended  to  the 
southern  road  would  be  in  relation  to  the  two  triangular  lotis 
the  true  western  line  of  the  HamilUm  grant.  This  doubt  on 
the  clearest  principles  must  operate  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
who,  being  in  possession  of  lots  in  dispute  at  the  time  of 
action  brought,  is  entitled  to  hold  them  until  the  plaintiff's 
establiah  an  fiastam  line  for  themselves  that  would  inchide 
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the  lots  within  their  limHs.  But  the  case  is  narked  by  a 
stronger  ground  in  favour  of  the  defendant  The  inference 
from  the  evidence  is  irresistible,  that  when  in  1859  the  title 
first  vested  in  old  Walker,  Bayers  was  in  the  actual  possession 
of  the  triangular  lot  below  the  road,  while  the  fair  inference— 
and  inference  so  fair  that  the  jury  should  have  drawn  it — \a 
that  the  northern  lot  also  was  in  the  possession  of  the  Bayer's 
{amil£.  Thomas  Bayers  swore,  and  after  he  had  testified 
neither  of  the  plaintifTs  was  called  to  contradict  him :  The  lot 
south  of  the  road  was  first  fenced,  I  think,  twenty  years  ago ', 
the  fence  Is  where  it  was  originally  put ;  I  haVe  cultivated  in 
part  and  grubbed  the  rest ;  Walker  put  up  the  fence  on  the 
lower  or  north  side  of  the  triangle  ;  it  is  fourteen  years  since 
I  enclosed  the  north-east  lot ;  old  WaUcer  was  present  when 
I  fenced  the  south  lot ;  he  did  not  forbid ;  I  did  not  know  he 
claimed  it  till  twelve  or  fourteen  years  ago,  he  then  said  the 
church  land  went  up  to  the  wall ;  he  adds,  I  think  both  lots 
were  then  thus  or  fenced,  I  am  sure  the  south  one  was. 

Thomas  Bayers,  Jr.,  swore :  **  The  lot  was  enclosed  by  my 
father  twenty  to  twenty-one  years."  Now  let  us  see  how  far, 
if  at  all,  this  is  reslly  opposed  by  the  evidence  of  old  Walker, 
He  began  by  very  loosely  stating,  speaking  of  the  time  when 
he  conveyed  the  triangles  to  his  son  Edward,  which  was  in 
1868;  **  I  was  then  in  possession  of  them  over  twenty  years."^ 
He  contradicts  this  afterwards,  besides  his  title  did  not  begin 
previously  to  nine  years  anterior  to  that  time.  The  defend- 
ants, he  says,  began  to  fence  on  the  south  part  about  fourteen 
years  ago  (that  is  before  he  hlui  a  title.  He  admits  that  the 
defendants  have  fenced  in  the  property  (that  is  of  course  the 
property  in  contention)  and  that  they  have  held  it  ever  since. 
He  says,  indeed  when  I  purchased  Bayers  had  not  fenced,  but 
that  is  not  correct,  for  he  more  than  once  states  the  contrary* 
He  says  distictly,  and  of  course  decisively  against  his  daim, 
80  far  as  the  northern  lot  is  concerned :  On  the  south  side  of 
the  road  he  (Baytrs)  had  possession  when  I  got  my  deed  four^ 
teen  years  aga  He  added  what  does  not  vary  the  effect  of 
his  admission:  I  had  it  in  claim  then.  Here  arises  a  very 
obvious  reflection,  if  he  had  it  in  claim  then  why  did  he  defer 
so  long  proeeeating  that  dainu 
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I  apprehend  that  although  Titibs  Smiih*8  acts  done  thirty 
years  before  the  trial  would  not  bind  the  then  owning  privy 
in  estate  of  the  plaintiff,  he  not  appearing  to  have  sanctioned 
them,  still  it  is  by  no  means  unimportant  in  this  case,  that 
WaUeer  admits  that  he  went  into  possession  under  that  survey, 
and  that  Smith  made  the  line  where  the  defendant  claimed. 
To  my  mind  it  is  clear,  beyond  doubt,  that  the  inference  from 
the  wall  is  utterly  inconclusive  that  the  plaintiff  has  shown  no 
right  io  maintain  this  verdict,  and  that  even  in  view  of  his 
own  admission,  it  cannot  be  sustained  consistently  with  the 
plainest  principles  that  govern  an  action  of  ejectment.  The 
burthen  of  proof,  of  course,  is  on  the  plaintiff;  he  was  bound 
to  establish  his  eastern  boundary,  and  until  he  established  it, 
as  he  has  failed  to  do,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  rest  on  hia 
possession.  I  think  the  rule  should'  be  made  absolute  for  a 
new  trial. 
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DiPBn>A]rr,  after  a  coone  of  dealing  with  plaintiff,  who  kept  a  g:eiienl  alof^  eame  to  a 
•eUleneot  in  which,  with  hU  oootent,  all  ehaifea  for  q>irltuoui  Ifcjuon  were  dedoeted  from 
hl«  aonmot,  and  an  equal  amoaot  deducted  from  the  eredite  to  which  he  .waa  entitled,  then  a 
halanoe  heli^  etruek  he  gave  hia  note  for  the  amount  thereof,  whldi  wae  the  note  nied  upon. 
Theee  facte,  appearing  from  plaintiiTi  own  tettlmony  at  the  trial,  the  Judge  wae  of  opinion 
that  under  eea  19  of  R,  8^  chap.  19,  (Srd  Seriea,)  the  plaintiff  ehould  become  non-euit,  and  on 
Mi  dedinlng  to  do  to  the  Jury  were  directed  that  plaintiff  wae  not  entitled  to  recover,  and 
fcond  a  verdict  accordingly.    A  rule  niti  being  taken  to  est  the  verdict  aeide. 

BtMt  that  it  being  deaity  ihown  that  the  appropriation  of  defowdint'e  credlta  to  the  pay- 
ment oft  chaigce  for  cplrltuoue  Uqnon  had  been  made  with  his  ftall  knowledge  and  consent, 
and  without  durssa  of  any  kind,  thers  had  been  a  mladlreotion,  and  a  new  trial  was  ordered. 

Ritchie,  J.,  now,  (February  Sth,  1873,)  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  as  follows : — 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  pro- 
missory note;  on  the  trial  it  appeared  from  the  plaintitTs 
testimony  that  it  had  been  given  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  balance  of  an  account,  and  at  his  being  called 
and  examined  on  the  defence,  he  proved  that  S4.91  had  been 
deducted  from  the  account  for  rum  and  other  spirituous 
liquors ;  that  on  the  settlement  he  had  with  the  defendant 
when  the  note  was  given,  and  on  previous  settlements  between 
them,  he  had  deducted  all  charges  against  the  defendant  foe 
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rum,  supplied  to  him  in  less  quantities  than  the  gallon,  and 
Jbave  struck  off  credits,  to : which  the  defendant  was  entitled; 
tQ  an  equal  amount;  and  that  on  all  these  occasions  the 
defendant  had  consented  to  this  arrangement,  which  wa^  made 
as  he  stated  by  way  of  payment  for  the  liquor  supplied  to  the 
defendant 

The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  Should 
become  non-suit,  and  on  his  counsel  declining  to  do  so,  he  told 
^0  jury  that  the  |>laintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  and 
they  found  accordingly  for  the  defendant  A  rule  nm  was 
taken  to  set  this  verdict  aside,  on  the  grounds  that  it  was 
agunst  law  and  evidence,  and  for  misdirection. 

The  only  question  involved  in  this  case  U  whether  the 
note  declared  on  was  or  was  not  void  under  the  16th  sec.  of 
chap.  19  of  the  Bevised  Staiutea,  which  enacts  that  no  person 
shall  recover  or  be  allowed  to  set  off  any  charge  for  intoxi- 
cating liquors  in  any  quantities  less  than  one  gallon,  delivered 
at  one  and  the  same  time,  and  that  all  specialties,  bills,  notes, 
agreements,  or  accounts  stated,  given  and  made,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  for  or  to  secure  any  such  charge,  shall  be  void.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  provisions  of  this  statute  which  renders  the 
sale  of  spirituous  liquors  in  quantities  less  than  one  gallon 
illegal,  the  statute  merely  prevents  the  recovery  of  the  price 
by  action.  The  object  of  the  legislature,  as  it  appears  from 
the  language  used,  was  simply  to  discourage  its  sale  on  credit, 
and  this  effect  it  unquestionably  is  calculated  to  have,  as  it 
puts  it  in  the  power  of  a  purchaser  to  refuse  payment  and 
repudiate  his  note  or  other  security   given  for  the  price. 

Believing  this  to  be  all  the  legislature  has  done,  or  contem- 
plated doing,  I  see  little  force  in  the  objection  insisted  on  so 
much  at  the  argument,  that  there  has  been  such  an  evasion  of 
the  law  by  the  parties  as  the  Court  should  not  countenance ; 
the  law  leaves  it  optional  with  the  purchaser  to  pay  or  not, 
as  he  pleases,  and  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  any  more  an 
evasion  of  it  for  parties  on  a  settlement  of  their  accounts  to 
agree  that  certain  payments,  theretofore  made  should  be  applied 
to  the  payment  for  spirituous  liquors  which  had  been  obtained 
in  small  quantities,  than  would  be  the  withdrawal  of  all  such 
charges  from  the  account^  and  payment  made  for  these  in 
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cash  at  the  time  of  such  settlement.    See  Owera  v.  Dextor, 

I  C.  M.  &  R.,  711. 

Though  much  of  the  law  which  was  adduced  to  us  on  the 
argument  as  to  the  right  to  appropriate  payments,  rather 
applies  to  cases  where  there  have  been  separate  accounts 
between  the  parties,  as  for  instance  an  open  running  account, 
as  this  appears  to  have  been,  and  one  on  a  mortgage  note  or 
other  independent  account,  yet  some  of  them  have  a  bearing 
on  the  question  before  us,  though  the  strength  of  the  plaintifTs 
'case  lies  more  in  the  special  consent  or  agreement  of  the 
defendant,  than  on  any  application  of  the  rules  relative  to  the 
application  of  payments. 

The  general  rule  laid  down  with  respect  to  the  appropria- 
tion of  payments  is,  that  a  party  who  pays  money  has  a  right 
to  apply  it  as  he  thinks  fit,  and,  if  he  does  not  make  any  appli- 
cation, the  right  devolves  on  the  party  who  receives  it,  who 
may  apply  it  to  any  debt  due  by  the  party  making  the  pay- 
ment, and  the  creditor  may  make  the  application  any  time 
before  the  case  comes  before  a  jury,  unless  he  had  previously 
communicated  his  election  to  the  debtor ;  and  if,  as  in  this 
case,  the  contract  on  which  the  debt  arises  is  not  absolutely 
unlawful,  but  the  ci*editor  is  merely  prevented  from  sueihg 
upon  it  by  a  statutory  enactment  framed  for  the  pui*pose  of 
protecting  the  debtor,  the  creditor  may  appropriate  the  pay- 
ment to  the  demand,  the  right  of  action  for  which  is  barred 
by  the  statute,  and  may  sue  for  other  debts ;  AddUcyii  <yii 
Contracts,  967.  The  author  goes  on  to  illustrate  the  position 
by  saying,  such  is  the  case  where  the  right  of  action  is  barred 
by  the  acts  relating  to  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  on 
credit.  And  in  Philpoi  v.  Janes,  2  A.  &  E.,  44,  the  (yourt 
held  that  if  payments,  are  made  on  account  of  a  tavern  bill 
containing  items  for  spirits,  together  with  other  goods,  and 
the  tavern-keeper  appropriates  the  payment  in  satisfaction 
and  discharge  of  his  claim  for  the  spirits,  his  right  of  action 
for  the  rest  of  his  demand  is  not  afiected  by  the  statute ;  see 
also  to  the  same  effect  Crockskanks  v.  Rose,  1  M.  &  R.,  100 ; 
and  Dawson  v.  Bemkaul,  6  Esp.,  24.  These  cases,  and  there  are 
many  others  of  a  like  character,  go  to  show  that  under  the 
Englisli  statute  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  plaintiff  to  have 
appropriated  the  payments  to  the  .discharge  of  the  items  in 
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the  account  For  spirits  in  the  absence  of  any  connent  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  but  where  both  parties  have  C(mcurred 
in  such  an  appropriation  by  express  agreement,  I  can  see  no 
ground  whatever  for  questioning  its  legality. 

The  English  statute,  fH  Geo.  IL^  cap.  40,  sec  12,  so  closely 
resembles  ours,  that  decisions  on  it  afford  safe  proceedings  for 
us.  That  statute  permits  the  purchaser  of  spirituous  liquors 
to  resist  the  payment  of  what  is  purchased  on  credit  in  small 
quantities,  and  the  Courts  have  decided  that  notes  and  other 
securities,  given  in  whole  or  in  part  to  secure  such  cheques 
are  void,  though  the  statute  is  silent  regarding  suqh  securitiea. 

I  afaould  not  have  been  sorry  to  have  found  the  provisions 
of  the  act  more  stringent,  as  I  am  quite  alive  to  the  evils 
attendant  on  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  throu^^hout  the 
country,  especially  when  sold  on  credit,  and  I  am  quite  pre- 
pared to  give  full  effect  to  any  enactment  of  the  legislature 
M'hich  has  for  its  object  its  discouragement,  as  far  as  its 
language  and  the  rules  of  construction  of  statutes  will  justify, 
but  to  adopt  the  views  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  would, 
I  think,  require  me  unduly  to  strain  the  language  of  the 
statute  and  violate  these  rules,  and  we  must  not  forget  that 
the  enactment  in  questipn  is  very  penal,  and  confers  on  a 
ffebtor  the  right  of  refusing  payment  for  what  he  has  purchased 
and  promised  to  pay  for,  and  made  use  of,  and  deprives  the 
vendor  of  what  is  justly  due  him  and  but  for  the  statute  he 
would  be  legally  entitled  to  recover. 

There  is  a  case.  In  re  Jones,  L.  R.  9,  Equ.  Cases  66,  lately 
decided  by  Lord  Romilly,  M.  R.,  very  analogous  to  this,  on 
the  Solicitor' 8  Act,6&7  Vic,  chap.  73,  which  provided  that 
no  solicitor  who  had  not  a  certificate,  should  be  capable  of 
maintaining  an  action  or  suit  for  the  recovery  of  any  fee  or 
reward  or  disbursement,  &c  The  learned  Judge  said  that  as 
the  clause  of  the  statute  was  a  penal  enactment,  it  must  be 
constinied  strktiy,  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  want  of 
a  certificate  put  an  end  to  the  debt  or  only  took  away  the 
remedy.  The  distinction,  he  remarked,  was  a  familiar  one,  and 
he  held  the  debt  still  subsists,  although  the  solicitor  take  no 
steps  to  enforae  payment,  and  that  the  act  did  not  take  away 
the  right  of  the  solicitor  to  apply  to  its  dischai^  money 
which  was  already  in  bis  hands. 
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I  need  hardly  refer  to  what  was  said  at  the  argunient 
about  compulsion  or  duress  as  operating  on  the  defendant  at 
the  settlement,  to  induce  his  consent,  as  there  was  not  a  shade 
of  evidence  to  lead  to  such  a  conclusion,  he  has  neither  pleaded 
it  nor  attempted  to  prove  it,  and  we  have  no  right  gratuitously 
to  assume  that  such  was  the  case. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  there  should  be  a  new  triaL 


McDonald  v.  blois. 

Tn  body  of  »  deed  aoknowledKed  the  pejnent  of  the  pareheee  noney  in  the  vnel  fona, 
and  »  raoslpt  ihereffor  ilffned  by  pleintiff  wm  elw  endoreed,  hut  rabieqiient  to  thk  nle  a  die- 
INite  eroee  ee  to  whether  the  emount  vUted  in  the  deed  Included  e  mottcage  exiitlnf  on  the 
properly,  or  whether  the  paTchaeer  wee  to  pay  that  atoo. 

Plaintiff  having  eued  for  the  amonnt  of  the  mortgage, 

J7eld,  that  In  the  fkoe  of  the  endoned  receipt,  and  of  oertain  evidence  addneed  in  oonio^ 
BMtion  tliereuf,  he  could  not  Tecover. 

Sir  W.  Young,  C.  J.,  now,  (February  5th,  1873,)  delivered 
judgment  as  follows : — 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  S4fOO,  the  alleged  balance  of 
the  purchase  money  of  a  lot  of  land  conveyed  to  the  defendant 
by  the  plaintff  under  letter  of  license,  as  an  administrator  of 
his  father's  estate.  The  body  of  the  deed  acknowledged  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  money  in  the  usual  form,  and  a 
receipt  therefor  was  also  indorsed,  signed  by  the  plaintiff, 
under  which  circumstance  though  the  form  of  the  writ  was 
taken  from  BvUefa  Js  Leake^  246,  and  founded  on  the  Comvion 
Law  Practice  Act,  1852,  Appendix  B.,  7,  it  is  very  question- 
able that  such  an  action  can  be  maintained  at  common  law. 
This  court  held  in  NeUon  v.  Conoiors,  Oldright's  Rep.,  406, 
that  it  could  not,  and  [  have  seen  nothing  in  the  more  extended 
investigation,  the  point  has  now  received  to  shake  that  opiniqn. 
The  point  of  the  case  is,  whether  the  purchase  of  the  land  was 
made  for  $605  or  $1005,  the  difference  being  the  principal 
money  of  a  mortgage  thereon  to  which  the  deed  declares  that 
the  land  was  subject.  Taken  by  itself,  and  without  the 
receipt,  I  concur  with  Mr.  Justice  DesBaTn^ea,  who  tried  the 
cause,  in  thinking  that  the  true  construction  of  the  deed  would 
have  rendered  the  defendant  liable  for  the  mortgage  money 
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besides  the  S605  expressed  in  the  deed,  and  there  was  evidence, 
too,  upon  the  trial,  sustaining  that  view  which,  perhapn, 
represents  the  real  justice  of  the  case,  more  especially  as  the 
defendant  was  not  called  to  contradict  it  And  yet  upon  the 
legal  principles  that  apply  to  it,  and  the  mass  of  testimony 
for  the  defendant,  it  is  difficult  to  disturb  the  verdict  found 
for  him  by  the  jury,  ^Both  sides  objected  strenuously  to  the 
parol  evidence  received,  but  upon  the  equitable  and  other 
pleadings  it  could  not  have  been  rejected.  The  main  inquiry 
is  the  propriety  of  receiving,  and  the  legal  effect,  if  received, 
of  the  receipt  indorsed  on  the  deed,  which  is  in  these  terms : 
"S005.  Received  from  Abraham.Blois,  the  sum  of  six  hun- 
dred and  five  dollars,  being  the  consideration  money  mentioned 
in  the  foregoing  deed,  being  made  in  the  following  manner : 

Amount  on  mortgage $400  00 

Interest  on  do.  to  10th  February,  1870  ...     52  33 
Balance  paid  in  cash  on  the  delivery  of  the 

deed 152  67 


$605  00 

(Sgd.)       JoHh'  A.  McDonald. 

Witness :  James  MeKenzie^  who  is  a  magistrate  and  also 
a  witness  to  the  deed.** 

Now  it  is  obvious  that  if  a  receipt  so  explicit  was  deliber- 
ately signed  contemporaneously  with,  and  to  be  taken  as  part 
of  the  deed,  it  explains  and  qualifies  the  recital  and  is  conclu- 
sive of  the  point  at  issue.  Much  of  the  ailment,  therefore, 
turned  upon  the  acknowledgments  of  payment  of  the  purchase 
money  in  the  body  of  the  deed  and  in  the  receipt  so  indorsed. 

In  1  Ch^eenUafan  Evidenee,  12th  edit,  sec.  26,  note,  it  is 
said  that  in  England  the  recital  of  the  payment  of  the  con- 
sideration money  in  the  body  of  the  deed  is  regarded  as 
conclusive  evidence  of  payment  binding  the  parties  by  estoppeL 
And  for  this  are  cited  the  oases  in  WilUa,  9,  25;  5  B.  &  Aid., 
606 ;  1  R  &  0.,  704;  2  a  &;  Aid.,  544.  The  American  doc- 
trine is  to  be  found  iu  4  Cmitte'e  Digest,  by  Oreenleaf,  23  not^ 
in  3  Mason,  347,  351,  and  in  6  &  7  Johns,  341,  from  which  it 
would  appear  that  the  EnglvA  rule  has  been  adopted  in  New 
York,  but  rejected  in  most  of  the  other  States.    In  the  same 
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volume  of  Oreenleafa  Cruiw,  i64,  it  is  aald,  ''besides  the 
consideration  in  the  body  of  the  deed^  il  is  also  usual  and 
proper  to  indorse  a  receipt  for  the  consideration  on  the  back 
of  the  deed,  signed  by  the  party  who  receives  the  money/* 
And  it  is  to  be  notiad  that  such  a  receipt  so  indorsed  is  stated 
as  a  fact  in  the  cases  of  Baker  v.  Deway,  I  B.  &  Cr.^  704,  and 
Lampeon  v.  Carkue,  6  B.  &  Aid.,  606. 

Our  attention  was  called  at  the  argument  to  a  passage  in 
3  Preston  an  Ahetrada  of  Title,  15,  which  runs  thus,  "  As 
between  the  parties  the  clause  in  a  deed  acknowledging  the 
receipt  of  the  money  is  conclusive  at  law.  In  Equity  it 
Ls  considered  mainly  as  a  formal  part  of  the  deed,  and  there- 
fore that  Court  looks  to  the  receipt  usually  indorsed  on  the 
deed  as  the  efiective  and  essential  discharge.  In  a  transaction 
of  a  modem  date,  unless  a  receipt  be  indorsed  on  the  deed,  or 
if  indorsed,  unless  it  be  signed  this  omission  \s  presumable 
notice  that  the  purchase  money  has  not  been  paid,  and 
imposes  on  a  future  purchaser  the  necessity  of  requiring 
evidence  of  the  payment  of  the  money,  or  obtaining  a  receipt 
or  discharge  for  the  same  from  the  person  to  whom  it  ought 
to  have  been  paid  or  from  his  representatives."  We  are  all 
acquainted  with  the  high  reputation  of  Mr.  Preston  as  a  real 
property  lawyer  and  conveyancer,  but  the  latter  part  of  this 
opinion  published  in  the  edition  of  1802,  is  at  variance  with 
our  usage,  the  receipt  on  deeds  being  now-a-days  generally 
discarded  with  us,  and  the  vendee,  as  well  as  the .  purchasers 
from  him  relying  on  the  acknowledgments  in  the  body  of  the 
deed.  But  when  a  receipt  is  indorsed  and  signed  before  or  at 
the  delivery  of  the  deed,  it  must  be  taken,  I  think,  as  incor- 
pointed  with  the  deed,  and  largely  influencing  its  construction. 

In  B—gh  v.  Preetcm.  8  T.  R.,  483,  the  condition  of  the 
bond  was  controlled  bv  a  memorandum  subscribed  on  it  before 
the  sealing  and  delivery,  pledging  the  obligee  not  to  bring  any 
action  or  suit  upon  it,  or  to  assign  the  same  until  after  the 
death  of  the  obligor,  the  defendant.  The  memorandum  was 
directly  at  variance  with  the  condition,  just  as  the  receipt 
here  may  be  admitted  to  be  at  variance  witii  the  recital  in  the 
deed,  yet  the  memorandum  was  held  binding,  having  been 
a:.«.ejced  to  and  subscribed  before  the  execution  of  the  bond  ; 
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and  thU  decision,  said  Lord  Kenyon,  is  fully  warranted  by 
the  case  of  Broke  v.  Smith,  Moore,  679. 

In  Norton  v.  Wood,  1  Russel  &  Mylne,  178,  the  obligee  in 
a  bond  gave  a  written  memoiandum  at  the  time  of 
execution,  that  if  the  interest  was  regularly  paid,  it  was  not 
his  intention  to  call  in  the  amount  for  four  years,  and  this 
letter  was  held  by  Sir  Lancdot  ^ladtoM  to  be  a  binding 
undertaking.  Such  being  the  legal  effect  of  a  written  memo- 
randum, letter  or  receipt  on  a  sealed  instrument,  if  indorsed 
or  delivered  at  the  time  of  execucion,  let  us  now  review  in 
brief  the  circumstances  under  which  the  receipt  on  the  plain- 
tiff's deed  was  signed.  The  land  was  sold  by  auction  and  was 
knocked  down  at  S605,  as  the  highest  bid.  The  dispute  then 
arose  as  to  the  true  character  of  the  sale,  and  whether  the 
price  did  or  did  not  comprehend  the  mortgage  money.  The 
evidence  on  this  point  is  conflicting,  and  declarations  are  put 
into  the  mouth  of  both  parties  fatal  to  their  respective  claims. 
Besides  his  declarations  of  value  and  intended  purchase  pre- 
vious to  the  sale,  the  defendant  ia  said  to  have  admitted  after 
the  sale,  that  he  had  bought  for  9605,  and  was  to  pay  the 
mortgage  besides.  This,  if  true,  is  decisive  of  the  merits. 
But  the  plaintiff,  also  after  the  sale,  independently  of  other 
declarations  that  doubtless  weighed  with  the  jury,  is  said  to 
have  admitted  that  he  had  sold  the  place  for  $605,  and  that 
when  the  mortgage  was  paid  there  would  be  about  $205  for 
the  benefit  of  the  heirs  of  the  estate.  The  most  decisive 
evidence,  however,  is  that  of  Fenton,  who  was  present  at  a 
conversation  between  the  parties  just  before  the  execution  of 
the  deed 

The  plaintiff  was  claiming  the  $1005  when  the  defendant 
0aid  that  all  he  would  give  was  $605,  and  that  if  the  plaintiff 
was  not  satisfied  with  that  he  might  take  the  place  and  do 
what  he  liked  with  it.  The  deed  was  signed  after  this. 
Something  was  saitl  about  writing  a  new  deed,  and  plaintiff 
said  he  thought  it  could  be  fixed  as  he  wanted  to  go  to  town 
in  the  train.  This  evidence  is  confirmed  by  James  McKenzie, 
the  friend  of  the  plaintiff,  who  wrote  the  deed,  who  adds  that 
it  was  signed  by  the  plaintiff  without  any  objection,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  said  to  him  before  the  deed  was  signed  that  he 
had  agreed  to  settle  the  dispute  in  the  way  claimed  by  the 
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defendant;  and  so  ifc  appears  from  the  receipt  accepting 
$152.67  as  the  balance  of  the  $005  after  deducting  the  $400 
and  the  interest  thereon. 

This  evidence  disposes  of  the  charr;e  of  fraud  in  the  second 
replication,  and  of  the  pIaintiff*s.complaint  of  his  having  been 
deceived  by  the  defendant  in  receiving  the  money.  It  justifies 
also  the  jury  in  finding  for  the  defendant,  and  this  Court  in 
refusing  to  disturb  their  verdict. 


CAMPBELL  V.  McISAAC. 

Aonos  npon  %  ipecfakl  oontiMi  In  the  iMtars  off  a  gruftrnntce,  allcglnir  "  that  defcndnnt 
gftT«  a  MfMclal  pipmlsa,  and  made  a  qMcial  aj^reomeat  to  pajr  tho  pUintiS  the  amount  dae 
from  one  D.  Mol.,  the  fitther  of  defendani**  Defendant  demurred,  because,  among  other 
SPPDunda,  "  the  oonilderatlon  for  making  or  gidng  the  epedal  promiae  or  agreument  «'a«  not 
set  forth  In  either  eoant  of  pIelnUfl*s  deelaratlon." 

A«U,  that  there  should  be  Judgment  fur  defendant  upon  the  demurrsr. 

McCuLLT,  J.,  now,  (February  5th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court : — 

This  was  an  action  upon  a  special  agi^eement  set  out  in 
the  two  first  counts  of  plaintiff's  writ  and  d^laration  in  nearly 
the  same  language.    In  the  first  count  as  follows : 

''  That  the  said  defendant  gave  a  special  promise  and  made 
a  special  agreement  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  amount  due  to 
the  plaintiff  from  Donald  Mclaaac,  the  father  of  the  defend- 
ant (at  the  time  of  such  promise  and  agreement  deceased) 
upon  a  certain  account  existing  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
said  Donald  Mclsaac  in  his  lifetime,  and  signed  a  memo- 
randum or  note  thereof  in  writing,  agreeably  to  such  promise 
and  agreement,  but  the  defendant  did  not  pay  the  said  amount 
due  on  said  account. 

The  second  count  omits  the  words  above  set  out  in 
brackets,  namely,  *'  at  the  time  of  such  promise  and  agree- 
ment deceased,"  and  alleges  the  debt  to  be  one  contracted 
by  Donald  Mcl9a4ic,  a  brother  of  the  defendant,  instead  of  the 
father,  in  all  other  respects  the  two  counts  are  alike. 

Thereupon  defendant,  by  leave,  &c,  demurred,  first,  because 
the  consideration  for  making  or  giving  the  special  promise  or 
agreement  ia  not  set  forth  in  either  count 
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Second:  Because  the  coants  neither  of  them  containing 
any  allegation  that  the  debt  was  not  paid  hy  Donald  Mclsaac, 
or  that  the  same  is  still  unpaid. 

Thirdly :  No  allegation  of  performance  by  plaintiff  of 
conditions  on  his  part. 

Fourthly:  Because  the  agreement  as  set  out  is  mdliim 
factum,  and  without  consideration. 

Upon  this  there  was  a  rejoinder,  and  now  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  the  demurrer  was  argued  by  Meagher,  who  contended 
that  although  sec.  3  last  clause  chap.  118,  R,  S,,  like  the  English 
Stattites,  19  Sz  20  Vic,,  chap.  97,  sec.  3,  dispensed  with  any 
consideration  being  set  out  on  the  face  or  body  of  a  written 
guarantee,  yet  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  upon  it  there 
must  be  not  only  a  consideration  set  forth  in  the  pleadings, 
but  proof  on  the  trial  as  well.  That  in  this  respect  the  law 
was  not  altered  but  remained  precisely  as  it  was  before  the 
Htatute.  That  there  was  no  proper  or  sufficient  breach  of  the 
alleged  contract  which  should  have  negatived  payment  of  the 
debt  by  the  principal,  and  that  there  should  have  been  an 
account  for  all  conditions  performed,  &c.,  by  plaintiff.  For 
these  positions  he  cited  a  number  of  authorities.  The  first  of 
these  being  Bullen  v.  LeaJcef  p.  59 ;  there  those  learned 
authors  say,  "  Where  the  declaration  is  founded  on  a  simple 
contract  it  is  essential  that  it  should  show  that  there  Was  a 
good  and  sufficient  consideration  to  Bupport  -the  defendants 
promise.  If  no  sufficient  consideration  was  alleged,  or  if  the 
consideration  upon  the  face  of  it  were  shown  to  be  illegal,  the 
contract  would  appear  to  be  void.  And  in  either  case  the 
declaration  would  .be  bad  in  substance." 

Previous  to  the  Mercantile  Law  Amendment  Act  of  18oC, 
chap.  97,  sec  3,  which  we  adopted  in  our  Provincial  Legis- 
lature in  1866,  it  was  not  contended  by  plaintiff's  counsel  but 
that  the  consideration  of  a  contract  must  be  set  out  in  his 
declaration,  but  no«7  since  that  statute,  inasmuch  as  by  reason 
only  that  the  consideration  for  the  promise  need  not  appear 
in  writing  or  by  necessary  inference  from  a  written  document, 
the  contract  is  not  invalid  to  support  an  action  againt  the 
maker — it  is  not  now  necessary  in  England.  'But  BuUen  v. 
LecJcCt  as  above  cited,  lays  down  a  different  doctrine  and 
follows  it  up  by  giving  the  form  of  the  writ,  p.  164  and 
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onwards,  unifonnly  setting  out  the  consideration  which  is  the 
inducement  to  the  contract 

First  then,  as  to  what  is  a  guarantee.  A  "  guarantee/'  says 
Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  24  Piefc.,  252,  ''  is  a  collateitti  undertaking  to 
pay  the  debt  of  another  in  case  h®  does  not  pay  it.  Distin- 
guished from  suretyship  '  guaranty '  is  an  undertaking  that 
the  debtor  shall  pay,  'suretyship'  that  the  debt  shall  be  paid." 
In  8  Pick.  (Mass.)  423,  it  is  said  that  the  guarantor  warrants 
the  solvency  of  the  promisor.  That  a  guarantor  cannot  be 
sued  as  a  promisor,  as  the  surety  may,  and  that  his  contract 
must  be  especially  set  forth.  The  undertaking  is  essentially 
in  the  alternative.  A  glance  at  the  counts  in  plaintiff's  writ 
shows  that  the  promise  set  forth  lacks  every  element  of  a 
guarantee  under  these  definitions  and  unless  there  be  a  con- 
sideration outside  the  instrument  or  contract  in  writing  it  falls 
within  the  definition  of  a  nudum  factum^  as  given  in  all  the 
books  ex  quo  non  oritur  adio.  And  the  rule  is  "  nuda  factio 
obligationem  non  patit,*  BiH>.  Leg.  ifoo^,  sec.  717,  as  to  what 
is  a  guaranty. 

The  case  of  Hdmee  v.  WhiUkM,  7  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  359,  lays 
down  in  the  head  note  this  proposition, "  that  though  parol 
evidence  may  supply  the  consideration  for  a  guaranty,  it  can- 
not be  admitted  to  explain  the  promise.**  This  was  an  action 
on  a  guaranty  and  decided  in  1869,  three  years  after  the 
Mercantile  La/w  Amendinunt  Act  passed  in  England.  But 
it  is  worthy  of  notice  that  the  declaration  in  this  case  by  way 
of  indemnity,  sots  forth  a  consideration  for  the  guaranty 
which,  upon  its  face,  contained  none,  as  also  do  all  the  subse- 
quent cases.  Kareiake^,  there  in  shewing  cause,  commences 
thus,  *' There  was  no  consideration  for  defendants  promise," 
the  3rd  sec,  19  &  20  Vie.,  chap.  97,  ''although  it  dispenses 
with  the  necessity  of  showing  a  consideration  upon  the  face 
of  the  document,  does  not  dispense  with  the  existence  of  a 
good  consideration."  This  case  decides  that  Bain  v.  Matthers  is 
now,  since  the  statute  above  referred  to,  no  longer  law,  and  that 
parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  the  consideration  of  a  guarantee, 
but  not  to  explain  the  promise.  Selwyn,  in  his  law  of  Niai 
PriuBt  page  43,  says,  **  Consequentiy  in  actions  of  assumpsit^ 
a  consideration  must  be  stated  and  proved.  Bills  of  exchange 
and  promiasoiy  notes  are  the  exception.*'     But  on  a  close 
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examination  of  the  counts  set  out  in  plaintiff's  writ  and 
declaration,  I  fail  to  discover  the  elements  of  a  guarantee. 

Thei*e  is  no  forbearance^  no  future  benefit,  no  credit  to  be 
given.  This  case  is  more  like  the  case  of  Dixon  v.  Haifieldy 
2  Bing.,  439 ;  10  Moore,  42,  where  the  contract  was,  "  I  agree 
to  pay  M.  for  timber  to  house  in  A.  C.  out  ox  the  money  I 
have  to  pay  W.,  provided  W.'s  work  is  completed."  Held, 
('  This  was  not  a  guarantee  to  pay  if  W.  should  fail ;  but  a 
direct  undertaking  to  pay  when  the  work  should  be  com- 
pleted." It  is  worthy  of  note  in  passing,  that  the  preamble  of 
the  Imi)erial  Act,  19  &  20  Vic,  chap.  97,  commences  thus; 
"  Whereas  inconvenience  is  felt  by  persons  engaged  in  trade 
by  reason  of  the  laws  in  England  and  Ireland  being  in  some 
particulars  different  from  those  of  Scotland  in  matters  of 
common  occurrence  in  the  course  of  such  trade,  and  with  a 
view  to  remedy  such  inconvenience  it  is  expedient  to  amend 
the  laws  of  England  and  Ireland,  &c.,  &c. ;  be  it  enacted,  &c.y 
&c."  It  would  not  seem  from  this  that  the  mode  of  enforcing 
contracts,  nor  pleading  them,  if  the  practice  of  the  Court  was 
intended  to  be  altered  in  any  way,  nor  has  this  been  the 
result  as  far  as  I  can  ascertain.  Sec.  2nd,  Chitt  on  Pleading, 
231. 

In  1st.  CIdtt,  p.  297,  it  is  laid  down  that  in  declaring  upon 
a  promise  to  pay  money  in  consideration  of  a  forbearance  of 
a  pix>ceeding  debt,  some  cause  of  action  must  be  alleged. 
Citing  i  Taunt,  117. 

m 

Hart  V.  Miles,  4  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  p.  371,  is  an  instance  of  the 
rule  as  laid  down  by  Btdlen  d:  Leake,  being  complied  with, 
the  consideration  is  set  out  in  the  declaration.  Indeed  I  find 
no  case,  early  or  late,  where  such  has  not  been  the  practice. 
The  averment  of  it  being  a  special  promise  &s  contended  by 
plaintiff^s  counsel,  is  not  sufficient.  See  jBro.  Stat  Fraud, 
sec.  163,  a  special  promise  means  only  an  actual,  as  contrasted 
with  an  implied  promise. 

Assuming  that  it  is  absolutely  necessary  that  a  plaintiff, 
to  recover  on  an  agreement  like  that  set  out  in  his  suit,  must 
prove  a  consideration  and  Holmes  v.  Whitehall,  supra,  is 
conclusive,  upon  that  point  then,  it  would  operate  it  seems  to 
me,  as  a  snare  to  a  defendant,  if  a  plaintiff  could,  at  the  trial, 
prove  any  consideration  of  any  kind  verbal  or  otherwise,  and 
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falling  one  resort  to  another  till  at  len^h  he  surrendered. 
The  ind'ucement,  as  it  is  technically  called,  since  the  recent 
statute  becomes  not  only  important,  but  in  an  action  like  the 
present,  the  really  essential  portion  of  the  pleadings.  Alder- 
€haxv  V.  King,  2  H.  &  N.,  399,  and  also  Weathead  v,  Speruser, 
6  H.  &  N.,  728,  make  this  very  manifest. 

It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  we  have  not  enacted  the 
.3rd  sec.  of  19  &  20  Vie.,  diap.  97,  in  terms  which  is  as  follows, 
''No  special  promise  to  be  made  by  any  person  after  the 
passing  of  this  act  to  answer  for  the  debit  default  or  mis- 
carr}*ing  of  another  person,  being  in  writing  and  signed  by  the 
party  to  be  charged  therewith,  or  some  other  party  by  him 
thereto  lawfully  authorized,  shall  be  deemed  invalid  to  support 
an  actioii,  suit,  or  other  pi-oceeding,  to  charge  the  person  by 
whom  such  promise  have  been  made,  by  reason  only  that 
the  consideration  for  such  promise  does  not  appear  in  rjuriting^ 
or  by  neeesffdry  inference  from  a  written  document!'  The 
language  of  the  above- is  verbatim  that  of  the  English  StaJtuJts 
o/  Frauds,  29  Car.,  Q.  C,  3  &  4,  as  far  as  onward  "  authorized  " 
— and  Bullen  Js  Leake,  note  a,  page  162,  remarks  thus,  thi$ 
section  only  affects  the  evidence  of  the  contract,  and  not  the 
miode  of  pleading  it  We,  instead  of  this  substantive  enact- 
ment, at  the  close  of  sec.  3,  chap.  118,  Revised  Statutes,  which 
consolidates  several  sections  of  the  English.  Staiute  of  FraxidSf 
have  this  language,  "  Provided  always  that  it  should  not  be 
necessary  that  such  agreement,  memorandum  or  note  shall 
specif}*  the  consideration  upon  which  it  is  given" — so  that 
this  proviso  operates  not  \nercly  upon  a  promise  to  answer  for 
the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  another,  as  in  Great 
Britain,  but  upon  all  the  yarious  previous  contracts  enumer- 
ated, viz. :  upon  *'  agreements  upon  consideration  of  marriagey 
contra^  on  sales  of  land,  or  contracts  to  be  performed  wiUiih 
the  space  of  one  year  from  the  making  thereof,"  as  well  as  to 
^'  contracts  to  charge  executors  or  administrators  upon  special 
promise  to  answer  damages  out  of  their  own  estate."  And 
yet,  though  much  more  comprehensive  than  the  English 
statute,  as  regards  the  question  before  the  Court,  namely,  the 
receipt  for  setting  out  a  consideration  in  the  pleadings,  I  am 
unable  by  any  refinement  to  draw  any  distinction  in  the 
proper  and  reasonable  construction  of  the  two  statutes.    I 
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always  regret  to  find  any  variation,  the  slightest  io  the 
Tordiag  of  statutes  where  the  Frovindal  LegUlatare  evidently 
means  to  copy  Imperial  Legislation, 

It  is  a  course  pregnant  with  difiGculty  and  embarrassment, 
and  adapted  to  provoke  litigation.  I  say  this  much,  although 
in  the  present  case  I  6nd  no  authority,  as  already  remarked, 
for  assuming  that  either  the  Statute  of  Frauda  or  the  i/erehan- 
tiU  Amendment  Act,  19  &  20  Vie.,  has  changed  or  in  any 
way  altered  the  modes  of  pleading  in  a  case  like  the  present 

As  regardii  the  allied  want  of  a  proper  breach  in  the 
plaintiff's  writ,  and  an  allegation  that  Uie  principal  had  not 
paid  his  debt,  that  also  is,  I  think,  ohjectionabl&  The  forms 
in  the  books  ivould  seem  certainly  to  require  it,  and  reason 
suggests  that  the  foandation  of  plaintifi's  right  to  rocorer 
most  be  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  principal  bad  himself 
not  paid  his  debt  I  think  there  most  be  jodgmmt  for  the 
defendant  upon  the  demurrer,  I  do  not  enlarge  as  r^ards 
the  want  of  an  averment  of  conditions  performed  by  plaintiff, 
because  none  appear  upon  the  record,  and  for  aught  we  know, 
there  were  none  to  be  performed. 
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mw  «■  ■■  ilri^  olor  d  (hit  fhia  ■• 


,  -(Fdbniary  5th,  1S73,)  delivered  the  jodg* 

eommeneed  in  1803,  and  6rst  tried  in 
ilting  in  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  wtiidk 
he  noanimoos  dedsitH)  of  the  Court;  a 
e  taken  place  with  the  same  result,  and 
is  to  set  aside  this  verdict  also, 
ge  who  tried  the  oause  told  the  jury,  I 
the  plaintiff  had  entirely  failed  to  deduce 
(0  tbe  two  lots  in  qavtioa,  from  the 
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original  grantor,  and  I  cannofc  see  that  he  has  shewn  any  right 
to  them  by  possession  or  otherwise,  to  entitle  him  to  recover 
in  this  action. 

A  deed  was  produced  from  WittUvm  NeAU  to  Richard 
and  Daniel  Boyd,  dated  14th  February,  1777,  of  all  his  right, 
title  and  interest  in  certain  tracts  of  land  in  Falmouth,  at  the 
forks  of  the  river  PiBiquid,  and  described  by  the  lots  as 
follows,  Nos.  73,  75  and  76  in  the  front  range,  and  Nos.  77, 
78, 79,  81  and  82  in  the  back  range,  being  the  first  division  of 
seven  rights  and  part  of  the  eighth  in  the  said  township ;  also 
a  deed  from  Daniel  Boyd  to  the  plaintiff,  dated  the  8th  ilarch, 
1844,  of  all  those  certain  farm  lots,,  Nos.  35,  36,  44,  64,  65,  66, 
67  and  68,  situate  in  FalmatUh,  bounded  and  described  in  the 
plan  of  said  township,  and  distinguished  by  letter  ^  D.,"  each 
and  every  of  said  lots  containing  400  acres,  more. or  less.  This 
latter  deed  was  recorded  on  the  14th  September,  1865. 

The  controversy  in  this  suit  is  with  respect  to  the  two  lots, 
Nos.  64  and  65,  mentioned  in  the  deed  to  plaintiff*,  and  it  was 
in  proof  that  previous  to  the  ^ving  of  this  deed  he  had  been 
on  the  land  with  Daniel  Boyd,  his  father,  when  he  was  haul- 
ing timber  to  a  mill  to  make  timber,  which  was  taken  from 
lot  64,  and  that  his  brothers  cut  on^tbe  land/ and  he  states 
that  though  he  did  not  know  at  the  time  that  the  cutting  was 
on  that  lot,  he  had  discovered  it  since ;  he  also  says  that  he 
had  not  been  on  the  lot  from  the  time  he  was  there  with  his 
father,  and  it  appears  that  the  lots  in  question  had  not  then 
been  surveyed  or  mn  oak 

These  acts  of  the  father,  followed  by  a  partial  survey  of 
the  lots  in  1864  by  the  plaintiff,  are  the  only  acts  ever 
exercised  by  them  on  the  lots  till  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  yet  it  is  contended  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to 
obtain  possession  from  a  party  who  lias  beeik  living  on  the 
land  for  many  years,  on  the  ground  that  Iktnid  Boyd,  the 
father,  having  had  a  deed  from  Niabet,  though  invalid,  and 
the  plaintiff  having  a  deed  from  his  father  which  professed  to 
transfer  the  lots  to  him,  had  such  a  paper  title  as  in  eonnee* 
tion  with  the  acts  of  hb  father,  anterior  to  1844,  and  with 
that  of  the  plaintiff  in  1847,  ought  to  operate  and  prevail 
against  the  defendant 
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I  cannot  adopt  this  view  of  the  case,  STeahit  never  was  lo 
possession  of  lots  Nos.  G4  and  65,  there  is  no  evidence  that  he 
owned  them  or  claimed,  and,  if  he  had  in  fact  owned  them, 
they  would  not,  in  my  opinion,  have  passed  under  the  deed  to 
the  BoycCs ;  lots  Nos.  64  or  65  are  not  mentioned  or  referred 
to  directly  or  indirectly  in  that  deed,  they  are  not  situate  at 
the  forks  of  the  river  Pisiquid,  as  the  lots  are  therein 
described  to  be,  but  some  ten  miles  distant,  and  it  would,  I 
think,  be  giving  far  too  great  a  latitude  to  the  words  used  in 
the  deed,  if  we  were  to  hold  that  by  the  enumeration  of 
certain  lots,  other  lots  enumerated  ten  miles  distant  were  to 
pass  without  any  reference  to  them  as  being  appurtenant^ 
other  than  the  statement  that  the  enumerated  lots  were  th^ 
first  division  of  seven  rights  and  part  of  the  eighth  in  said 
township ;  I  see  nothing  in  the  deed  to  lead  me  to  the 'infer- 
ence that  the  grantors  intended  to  convey  anything  beyond 
the  lots  enumerated ;  if  the  intention  had  been  to  cover  the 
lots  in  question,  other  and  more  explicit  reference  must  have 
been  made  to  them ;  I  cannot  therefore  assume  that  Danid 
Boyd  was  in  possession  of  them  under  color  of  title,  if  he  was 
in  possession  at  all  when  he  made  'the  deed  to  his  son.  But 
even  if  Boyd^  the  father  had,  on  the  occasion  referred  to, 
taken  the  timber  from  the  lots,  claiming  title  under  that  deed, 
and  the  plaintiff  who  did  claim  them  under  color  of  title  in 
1847  had  the  survey  made  as  testified  to,  I  am  still  of  opinion 
he  would  not  be  entitled  to  maintain  ejectment  against  the 
defendant. 

There  is  no  ground  whatever  for  contending  that  inde- 
pendently of  the  paper  title  or  color  of  title  there  was  such 
prior  possession,  or  in  both  combined,  as  would  be  sufficient 
to  enable  th&plaintifi'  to  maintain  ejectment.  On  this  point  the 
language  used  in  the  judgment  in  Freeman  y.  AUen  is  very 
decisive :  "  Prior  possession  is  only  sufficient,"*  the  learned 
Judge  (WUkiTis)  said;  '* where  the  plaintiff  has  had  open» 
notorious,  exclusive  and  well  defined  possession  of  land,  and 
being  so  possessed,  the  defendant  has  entered  upon  him  and 
deprived  him  of  such  possession  by  force  or  fraud,  the 
defendant  went  into  possession  of  nobody's  when  he  took 
possession  of  the  land." 
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Now  tbe  acts  of  Daniel  Boyd,  done  before  the  ronning 
out.  of  the  lots,  or  their  locality  ascertained,  were  neither 
notorious,  exclusive,  or  well  defined  acts  of  possession  of  the 
lands,  and  the  very  house  in  which  the  defendant  resides,  and 
has  long  resided,  with  the  clearing  attached,  was  in  the  occu- 
pation of  a  party  holding  adversely  to  the  plaintiff  at  the 
time  of  his  survey  in  1847,  when  the  plaintiff  himself  says 
the  cross  lines  were  not  run.  That  they  sighted  a  few  rods 
and  went  liown  a  piece  and  concluded  that  VaugtuirCa  house 
and  clearing,  now  in  the  occupation  of  defendant,  were  on 
No.  65,  and  it  is  in  evidence  that  Vaughan  was  in  possession 
in  1844,  and  had  been  some  years  previously,  and  when  known 
by  the  plaintiff  to  be  in  possession  in  1847,  no  attempt  was 
made  to  dispossess  him.  It  is  true  that  the  possession  of  the 
defendant  cannot  be  connected  with  that  of  Vaughan  so  as  to 
give  the  former  a  title  by  possession,  as  there  is  no  conveyance 
shown  from  the  one  to  the  other,  yet  being  found  so  in  posses- 
sion and  having  remained  on  the  land,  as  the  plaintiff  says, 
for  about  thirteen  years,  the  defendant,  nineteen,  he  surely 
cannot  be  turned  out  by  one  who  has  no  legal  title,  and  no, 
possession  other  than  Uiat  which  is  to  be  inferred  from  the 
acts  in  evidenee. 

It  would  be  a  mcfst  dangerous  principle  to  establish  that  a 
party  going  upon  an  unsurveycd  and  undefined  lot,  and  taking 
timber  from  it  a  few  times,  even  though  he  claimed  a  right  to 
do  so  under  a  void  deed,  would  acquire  a  seizen  or  possession 
of  the  land  so  as  to  enable  him  to  convey  a  title  to  another ; 
and  it  would  be  equally  dangerous  to  hold  that  the  granteei 
under  such  a  deed,  without  any  other  act  than  a  partial  survey 
of  the  land  many  years  ago,  should  be  entitled  to  dispossess 
one  who  had  entered  peaceably,  the  plaintiff  not  being  and 
never  having  been  in  possession,  and  resided  on  it  without 
interruption  for  from  thirteen  to  nineteen  years,  as  the 
defendant  in  this  case  has  done. 

I  am  quite  content  to  follow  the  authorities  which  recog- 
nise the  distinction  between  a  possession  of  land  under  color 
of  title  and  one  without  it  to  their  full  extent.  But  I  know 
oi  no  cases  which  gave  such  effect  to  an  entry  on  land  under 
color  of  a  void  deed  unaccompanied  by  open  and  continued 
acts  of  possession  of  some  part  of  the  land  embraced  within 
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the  deed.  Color  of  title  merely,  and  without  open  and  notori- 
ous occupation  of  some  part,  says  Angd  in  his  work  on 
LimitationB,  is  not  a  disseisin,  though  by  the  ancient  doctrine 
a  simple  feoffment  had  a  larger  and  more  transcendant 
operation.  Before  the  case  of  'Doe,  cL  Aikine  v.  Horde,- 
]  Burr.,  60,  it  seems  to  have  been  the  settled  doctrine  that  a 
feoffment  would  create  an  estate  of  freehold  in  the  feofee, 
tfiough  none  was  in  the  feoffor  at  the  time  of  the  feoffment, 
bat  the  decision  in  that  case  and  others  subsequent,  have  very 
flHfih  broken  in  npon  this  ancient  doctrine  as  to  the  efficacy 
of  a  simple  feoffment  The  good  sense  and  liberal  views,  sajs 
Kmutlli  Ccm.f  475,]  which  dictated  the  decision  in  Atknis  v. 
J7orc&;,seems  to  have  finally  prevailed  in  Weetmineter  ifoU, 
notwMstanding  the  opposition  which  that  case  met  with 
from  the  professioo.  Hie  Courts  will  no  longer  endure  the 
old  and  exploded  theory  of  disseisin,  ihey  now  "Require  some- 
thing more  than  mere  feoffments  and  leases  to  work  in  every 
case  the  absolute  and  perilous  consequences  of  a  disseisin  in 
hei. 

la  tiie  ease  o£  Little  v.  Megquire^  2  Me.,  176,  referred  to  in 
i  WaM*.  €m  KeaX  Prop.,  498,  the  claimant  entered  under  a 
void  deed,  which  was  duly  recorded,  describing  the  land  and 
caused  the  boundaries  of  the  same  to  be  run  out  according  to 
the  deedl  and  paid  taxes  thereon  for  many  years ;  the  land  was 
wild  and  uncultivated,  but  it  was  held  that  these  acts  did  not 
work  a  disseisin  of  the  true  owner,  for  to  do  that  the  grantee 
must  have  entered  on  the  land  and  continued  openly  4o  occupy 
and  improve  it,  and  it  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  in  the  deed 
from  Neabit  there  are  no  boundaries,  or  description,  or  desig- 
nation of  those  lots,  and  without  some  description  of  the  land, 
I  do  not  see  how  a  deed  relied  on  as  giving  color  of  title  can 
ever  lay  tho  foundation  of  an  available  adverse  possession 
boyond  tho  actual  improvement  or  occupation,  as  no  indication 
is  given  by  the  deed  of  what  the  party  intends  to  claim.  See 
Avgel  on  Limitations,  ^12,  Bnd  2  Wcidib,,  497.  There  is  no 
doubt,  a  difference  between  the  presumption  of  seisin  in  fee 
affordf^d  b}'  possession  for  twenty  years,  and  that  for  a  less 
period,  the  one  giving  presumption  of  it  against  all  the  world, 
the  other  against  a  wrong  doer  only.  In  this  case  the  defend- 
ant having  entered  peaceably  on  the  land  of  which  the  plaintiff 
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was  not  in  possession,  find  having  occnpied  it  for  several  years, 
has  the  presumption  of  seisin  against  all  persons  but  the 
lawful  owner  of  what  he  has  so  occupied,  but  the  plaintiff  and 
those  under  whom  he  claims  never  had  any  possession  which 
would  give  a  presumption  of  seisin.  In  Nichols  v,  Todd, 
2  Gray,  568,  it  was  contended  that  thera  was  prior  possession* 
under  color  of  title,  and  that  it  was  sufficient  to  maintain  the 
action  against  one  who  had  no  title.  The  plaintiff  had  pur- 
chased the  land  in  question  at  auction,  the  owners,  a  corpora- 
tion, f^\e  him  a  deed  which,  it  appeared,  had  not  been  duly 
executed.  He  entered  on  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  making 
surveys,  after  this  the  defendant  entered  without  title ;  a  deed 
properly  executed  was  subsequently  made  to  the  plaintiff, 
which  was  held  to  be  inoperatWe,  as  the  defendant  had  then 
disseised  the  grantors  and  was  in  possession  of  the  lot.  The 
Court  held  that  the  defendant  must  recover  on  the  strength 
of  his  own  title ;  "  he  cannot,*'  said  Bigelow,  J.,  "  stand  upon 
his  paper  title,  the  deeds  being  defective,  and  having  no  title 
by  deed  ho  shows  no  possession  of  the  estate,  the  mere  entry 
on  land  without  any  actual  possession  affords  no  sufficient 
proof  of  title  even  against  a  person  who  subsequently  takes 
and  holds  possession.  Mere  possessory  right  is  the  title 
known  to  the  law.  Proof  of  entry  only,  without  some  act 
of  ownership  or  continued  occupation,  will  not  sustain  such  a 
title.  It  must  appear  that  a  party  claiming  land  by  posses- 
sion has  entered  thereon  and  has  indicated  in  some  way  the 
extent  of  his  claim,  and  that  possession  followed  the  entry 
and  was  kept  up  according  to  the  nature  and  situation  of  the 
party." 

The  Court  has  already  pronounced  on  the  law  of  this  case ; 
for  after  carefully  reading  the  notes  of  the  former  trial,  I  can 
find  no  material  difference  between  the  evidence  adduced  there 
and  that  which  was  given  on  the  late  trial.  A  suggestion  was 
thrown  out  by  the  Court  that  certain  evidence,  if  produced  at 
a  subsequent  trial,  would  strengthen  the  plaintiff's  case  on  a 
point  in'  which  it  was  considered  defective.  This  has  not  been 
done.  I  think,  therefore,  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  should  be 
made  absolute. 
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In  tn  action  to  rocover  consideration  money  expreaied  in  a  daed,  If  aatoppel  It  reiUad 
upon,  It  must  be  pleaded. 

Where  a  deed  la  free  from  amUjjruity  It  neither  demanda  nor  will  admit  extrlnaio  aid  to 
construction,  but  most  apeak  for  itself. 

A  memorandum  eudorsed  upon  a  deed,  but  nut  distinctly  prored  or  admitted  to  have  been 
so  endorsed  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  cannot,  even  if  oonsiatent  therewith,  be 
read  as  if  Incorporated  with  iL 

WiLKiNS,  J.,  now,  (February  6th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court : — 

This  case  appears  to  me,  entirely  free  from  diflSculty, 
whether  viewed  in  the  light  of  the  common  law  or  of  equity. 
Both  couits,  alike,  recognize  th»  rule,  that  with  certain  well- 
known  exceptions,  that  do  not  touch  the  present  question,  parol 
evidence  is  inadmi&sible  to  explain  a  deed  or  a  written  instru- 
ment. In  both  it  is  a  rule  that  paix>l  evidence,  inconsistent 
with  a  deed,  ought  not  to  be  received.  Such  is  the  express 
language  of  Beat,  J.,  in  Baker  v.  Dewey,  1  B.  &  C,  710.  In 
Hall  V.  The  Manchester  Watemvorks,  2  B.  &  Ad.,  553,  it  was 
ruled  that  an  obligor,  sued  on  a  bond  reciting  a  certain  con- 
sideration, is  estopped  from  pleading  that  the  consideration 
was  different,  unless  he  can  make  it  appear  by  his  plea  that 
the  real  transaction  was  fraudulent  and  unlawful.  In  that 
same  case  Taunton,  J.,  said,  "  Shelly  v.  Wright  {WiUes,  J.,)  is 
a  clear  authority  to  shew  that  a  party  is  estopped  by  his  own 
recital  of  a  particular  fact  in  a  deed."  The  reception,  he 
added  is  "  where  fraud  or  an  illegal  purpose  can  be  shown." 
The  following  is  the  view  entertained  by  equity :  The  Master 
of  the  Rolls  said,  in  Palnxer  v.  NeweU,  20  Beav.,  39,  "On  a 
question  of  construction  of  a  deed,  parol  evidence  is  inadmis- 
sible to  show  the  intention  of  the  parties  thereto."  In  Croome 
v.  Leddiard,  2  Mylne,  &  Kean,  261,  Lord  Brougham  said,  ''in 
the  present  case  the  purpose  for  which  parol  evidence  is 
tendered,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  was  not  to  enforce  a 
collateral  stipulation,  but  to  show  that  the  transaction  was 
conducted  on  the  basis  of  an  exchange ;  a  circumstance  which, 
if  true,  was  totally  at  variance  with  the  language  and  plain 
import  of  the  instrument."  Respecting  this  his  Lordship  said, 
further,  "Nothing  could  be  more  dangerous  than  to  admit 
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snch  evidence,  for,  if  the  argumept  between  the  parties  were 
in  fact  conducted  on  the  basis  of  an  exchange,  why  was  the 
instrument  so  drawn  as  to  suppress  the  real  nature  of  the 
transaction?"  Mistake,  surprise,  and  fraud  are  well-known 
exceptions,  and  where  either  is  charged,  the  vigorous  rule  of 
exchision  is  relaxed ;  Cloves  v.  H^gginson,  1  Yes.  &  B.,  524. 
Thus  Lord  Eldon  expressed  himself  in  Winch  v.  Windieater^ 
1  Y.  &  B.,  378,  *'  if  the  defendant  insists  that  the  evidence  of 
the  auctioneer's  declaration  at  the  sale,  of  the  quantity  of 
acres  sold,  being  received,  he  will  be  entitled  to  have  the  con- 
tract performed  with  the  abatement  of  the  price.  I  think  it 
not  admissible  for  that  purpose,  as  the  Court  cannot  execute 
in  his  favor  a  written  agreement  with  a  variation  introduced 
by  parol  testimony." 

In  Trail  v.  EUis,  16  Beav.,  350,  and  Oreenlade  v.  Dare, 
20  Beav.,  184,  both  of  which  were  cited  at  the  argument,  fraud 
was  charged,  and  therefore  they  both  came  within  the  excep- 
tion noted  above.  They  are  important  in  one  sense,  viz.,  as 
showing  the  light  in  which  equity  regards  the  absence  of 
a  receipt  for  purchase  money,  by  indorsement  on  a  deed. 
They  suggest  strikingly,  the  prudence  of  making  such  indorse- 
ment of  the  actual  payment  of  the  consideration  money  named 
in  a  deed.  Where  the  deed  expre&ses  formally  payment  of 
the  consideration  money,  w^ith  the  usual  acknowledgment,  if 
in  point  of  fact  it  has  not  been  paid,  the  seller  of  the  laud  is 
clearly  without  remedy  at  law;  and  I  apprehend  it  is  not 
quite  certain  that  he  has,  if  the  case  is  not  marked  by  fraud, 
mistake,  or  accident,  capable  of  being  distinctly  shown,  any 
remedy  in  a  Court  of  Equity.  It,  like  t^  CouH  of  Common 
Law,  cannot  release  a  rule  equall}^  recognized  in  both.  Green- 
leaf  writes,  sec.  26,  N.  1,  "The  Ameiican  Courts  have  been 
disposed  to  treat  the  recital  of  the  amount  of  money  paid  as 
not  affected  by  the  principle  of  estoppel.  They  regard  it  as 
only  prima  fa^de  evidence  of  the  amount  paid  in  an  action  to 
recover  the  price  which  is  yet  unpaid."  The  applicability  of 
these  extracts  from  authorities  consulted  to  the  present  case 
will,  I  think,  appear  so  obvious  when  the  real  points  of  our 
inquiry,  which  are  few  and  plain,  are  stated,  that  it  will  be  quite 
unnecessary  for  me  to  point  out  their  particular  application. 
The  action  is  assumpsit,  brought  to  recover  a  portion  asserted  by 
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the  plaintiff  to  be  due  to  him  by  the  defendant,  of  the  con- 
sideration money — for  the  land  and  premises  conveyed  by  the 
deed  in  question — a  deed  poll-executed  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant,  and  which  formally  recites  with  the  feoffor's 
acknowledgment,  the  full  consideration  money  to  have  been 
paid,  at  or  before  the  ensealing  and  delivery  of  the  deed. 
The  material  pickings  are  as  follows: — defendant  taking 
equitable  grounds  says,  **  I  bought  the  land  at  auction  for 
SGOo,'  being  the  full  amount  to  be  paid  for  a  clear,  unincum- 
bered title,  which  land  was,  at  the  time,  incumbered  by  a 
mortgage  set  out ;  and  after  the  sale  I  paid  plaintiff,  and  he 
accepted,  SI 52.67,  as  the  balance  due  to  him  in  full  on  the 
purchase,  after  deducting  8452.33  due  on  the  mortgage ;  and 
I  have  paid  interest  on  the  mortgage  to  the  mortgagee ;  and  I 
hold  the  land  subject  to  that  mortgage  which  I  have  under- 
taken to  pay  off."  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  has  replied  in  our 
form  strict  matter  of  estoppel.  Ho  says,  "  Tou,  the  defendant 
cannot  be  admitted  to  plead  as  you  have  pleaded,  because 
your  plea  contradicts  your  deed — the  deed  referred  to  in  your 
plea — for  that  deed  recites  that  the  land  in  question  was  sold 
to  you  subject  to  the  mortgage,  and  that  the  mortgage 
remained  incumbered  on  the  land,  and  because,  after  that 
recital,  the  deed  avei-s  that  I,  the  feoffor,  from  whom  you 
bought  in  consideration  of  the  premises  and  of  the  sum  of 
9C05  in  hand  paid  by  you,  conveyed  the  land  to  you — and 
further,  the  deed  has  been  executed  and  you  have  accepted  it, 
and  placed  it  on  record,  and  have  gone  into  possession  under 
it,— but  you  have  not  paid  the  consideration  money."  The 
plaintiff  concludes  with  a  verification  and  a  prayer  of  judg- 
ment if  defendant  shall  be  admitted  against  his  own  deed,  to 
say  what  he  has  said  in  his  said  plea,  and  (among  other  things 
in  the  plea  set  forth)  to  say  that  the  sum  of  $C05  (the  con- 
sideration expressed  in  the  deed)  was  the  full  amount  to  be 
paid  by  the  defendant  for  a  clear,  unincumbered  title  to  the 
said  land,  &c.,  &c.,  &c  In  Chitty*8  Equ.  Digestt  815,  I  find 
the  following  passages :  *'  If  estoppel  appears  on  the  record, 
and  issue  joined,  if  jury  find  vei*dict  against  estoppel,  yet  judg- 
ment shall  be  given  according  to  the  estoppel  and  not  accord- 
ing to  verdict,  because  says  Tear  Book,  11  H.  &  C^  42,  verdict 
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13  Dothinf;  to  purpose,  being  mere  feofail  to  try  a  matter  con- 
trary to  the  record.    1  Ridge,  P.  C,  247 ;  1  Bridge,  658. 

I  notice  as  remarkable,  that  to  .this  replication  of  estoppel 
no  demurrer  has  been  filed,  and  no.  rejoinder  made,  I  should 
search  in  vain  in  Engliah  books  for  such  a  state  of  pleadings 
as  was  thus  presented  at  the  trial  That  replication  was  of 
courae,  an  appeal  to  the  Court,  and  not  to  the  jury.  Plaintiff 
has  replied  "  that  the  plea  referred  to  was  bad  on  account  of 
the  estoppel"  The  answer  to  the  plea  is  not  expressly  or 
impliedly  questioned  by  the  defendant.  See-  3  Chitty  PL, 
421 ;  also  a  precedent  of  pleading  in  point  in  Outram  v.  More* 
tw>od,  3  E.  R.,  346 ;  also  WUkina  v.  Wingate,  6  T.  R.,  62 ;  in 
both  of  which  cases  there  was  a  demurrer,  bringing  the  matter 
to  a  point.  In  the  view  I  take  of  the  question  generally,  I 
need  not  pursue  this  point  of  inquiry  further.  To  what  I  have 
already  said,  I  add  that  such  an  estoppel  as  is  pleaded  here 
would  demand,  and  would  receive  the  judgment  of  a  Court  of 
Equity.  The  oonstniction  of  thia  deed  is,  of  course,  for  the 
Court,  and  it  ia  to  be  oonstmed  according  to  the  intention. 
The  question  of  intention  respects  the  point  whether  the 
consideration  was  and  is  S605  exclusive  of  the  mortgage,  con- 
stituting an  incumbrance  on  the  land  when  sold,  or  $605 
exclusive  of  the  amount  then  due  to  the  mortgagee  on  the 
mortgage.  To  my  mind  the  intention,  derivable  from  the 
whole  deed,  is  transparent  to  the  effect  that  the  purchaser  was 
to  pay  the  money  consideration  in  full,  independently  of  the 
mortgage. 

A  plain  farmer,  examined  as  a  witness  at  the  trial,  showed 
that  he  so  read  the  instrument  I  mean  McKenzie,  the  person 
who  prepared  the  deed.  He  saw  so  clearly  that  the  deed 
expressed  a  consideration  in  money  amounting  to  $605,  that 
after  it  had  been  discussed  by  the  parties  about  indorsing  a 
receipt,  showing  a  settlement  on  a  different  principle,  this 
witness  said  to  parties,  before  the  deed  was  executed,  "  that 
it  ought  not  to  be  signed,  and  that  another  deed  ought  to  be 
drawn.'"  This  was  remarked  obviously,  because  he  saw  the 
repugnancy  between  the  deed  and  the  memoiundum  which 
was  afterwards  indorsed  upon  it  Whether  the  deed  was  or . 
was  not  executed  before  the  memorandum  indorsed  was 
signed  by  the  plaintiff,  is  a  matter  of  perfect  uncertainty  from 
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the  evidence.    The  deed  was  executed  and  the  memorandam 
signed  at  Scott's  on  the  same  day,  and  as  parts  of  the  same 
transaction';  but  the  order  of  execution  and  signature  in  point 
of  time  is  altogether  unproved.     On  the  point  of  this  uncer- 
tainty contrast  with  this  case  Burgh  v.  PreBton^  8  T.  R,  483, 
in  which  case  a  memorandum  on  the  bond  is  averred  to  have 
been  written,  annexed  and  subscribed  to  the  bond  **  before  the 
sealing  and  delivery  thereof,  &c.,  &c."    See  Newton  v.  Wood, 
1  Riiss.  &  Mylne,  178.     The  deed  is  before  us.   Let  us  examine 
it  in  order  to  elicit,  if  we  can,  from  its  four-corners,  the  inten- 
tion  on  the  point  in  question.     It  is  an  administrator's  deed. 
It  is  dated  the  14th  of  April,  1870.     It  recites  (I  ase  t^e  very 
words)  that  on  the  10th  of  Fehriiary,  A.  D.  1871,  being  the 
day  appointed  for  such  sale,  the   trttct  of  land  hereinafter 
described,  being  part  of  the  real  estate  of  the  said  deceased, 
was  (note,  this  refers  to  a  time  four  days  anterior  to  the  date 
of  the  instrument,  set  up  at  public  auction  and  knocked  down 
to  the  defendant)  he  being  the  highest  bidder,  for  the  sum  of 
SC05,  the  said  land  having  been  sold  subject  to  a  mortgage 
(which  mortgage  is  described.)     At  the  argument  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  language  of  this  recital  does  not  necessarily 
imply  that  the  purchaser  was  to  pay  Che  $605,  and  pay.  the 
mortgage  also,  or  take  the  land  chargeable  with  it  also ;  but 
surely,  in  the  intendment  of  common  sense,  it  can  bear  no 
other  meaning.    If  an  auctioneer,  about  to  sell  a  piece  of  land, 
were  to  announce,  "  this  land,  which  is  subject  to  a  mortgage 
for  £100,  is  now  offered  for  sale,"  and  A.  were  to  bid  it  off  at 
£100,  he  would,  by  ninety-nine  men  out  of  one  hundred  then 
present,  and   hearing  the    announcement  and   the  bid,  be 
understood  so   to  have  bought,  that  he  would  expect  (not 
gratuitously  to  enjoy  the  land  charged  with  the  mortgage,  but) 
to  pay  to  the  auctioneer  or  to  his  principal,  both   amounts. 
Now  the  mere  identity  of  the  sum  bid  with  the  sum  charged 
can  make  no  difference  in  the  construction  of  the  phrase, 
'*  subject  to  a  mortgage,"  relatively  to  the  case  supposed  and 
the  case  before  us.    If  the  language  of  the  recital  had  been 
**  the  tract  of  land  thervinaf  ter  described,  subject  to  a  mortgage 
ou  it  for  £400,  was  set  up  at  public  auction  and  knocked  do%vn 
to  the  defendant  for  the  sum  of  $605/'  do  doubt  couki  b9  felt 
M  to  the  UMUiiDg ;  but  the  words  are  the  same.    They  have 
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in  this  way  of  patting  them,  been  merely  transposed.  But 
there  is  a  farther  recital,  viz.,  "  which  mortgage  remains 
{i.  e.,  after  the  recital  of  the  sale  for  $605,  and  at  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed  four  days  after  the  sale)  encambered  on  the 
said  land  and  premises."  Why  should  this  last  recital  have 
been  made,  at  all,  on  the  suppasition  of  the  amount  of  the 
incumbrance  constituting  a  part  of  the  consideration  of  S605  ? 
Finally,  the  plaintiff  in  the  operative  part  of  the  deed,  grants 
"  in  consideration  o£  the  premises  '*  {L  e.,  of  the  recited  fact  of 
the  continuing  incumbrance)  and  of  the  aforesaid  sum  of  S605 
now  paid,  &c.  &c.)  The  deed,  then,  I  mean,  of  course,  the 
deed  without  reference  t6  the  indorsed  memorandum,  is  free 
from  all  ambiguity.  It  must  speak  for  itself.  It  neither 
demands  nor  will  admit  of  extrinsic  aid  to  construction.  The 
memorandum  not  having  been  distinctly  proved  or  admitted, 
as  in  Burgh  v.  Preston^  to  have  been  indorsed  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  the  deed,  could  not,  even  if  perfectly  con- 
sistent with  the  latter,  be  read  as  if  incorporated  with  it  I 
There  is  no  pretence  of  fraud,  mistake,  or  accident  in  the 
equity  sense  of  either  of  those  words.  The  deed  was  executed 
advisedly  and  deliberately.  Fraud  is  asserted  iti  the  pleadings 
in  reference  to  the  memorandum  indorsed,  but  not  in  relation 
to  the  deed.  This  being  a  case  in  which  estoppel,  if  relied 
on,  could  be  pleaded,  estoppel  to  be  made  available  must  be 
pleaded.  Estoppel  has  not  been  pleaded  in  relation  to  the 
amount  of  the  consideration  expressed  in  the  deeds  to  have  been 
paid.  That,  therefore,  was,  at  the  trial,  an  open  question, 
provided  it  could  be  opened  up  consistently  with  the  rules 
and  principles  of  equity  law.  That,;  %s  I  conceive,  was  the 
only  matter  really  subjudice  at  the  trial,  excepting  the  effect 
of  the  plaintiff's  replication  by  way  of  estoppel.  As  to  how 
far  equity  would  permit  the  question  of  the  amount  of  con- 
sideration actually  paid  to  be  enquired  into,  where  no  fraud 
is  charged  in  relation  to  the  deed,  it  seems  to  me  unnecessary 
to  consider,  for  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  fact  of  $152.67 
alone  being  paid.  If  the  mass  of  oral  testimony  received  at 
the  trial  was  admissible  (I  think  the  whole  of  it  should  have 
been  rejected,)  still  the  finding  in  view  of  that  portion  of  it 
on  the  point  of  intention  as  to  the  bargain  which  was  in  con-^ 
fliet,  could  not^  in  my  opinion,  be  allowed  to  stand,  inasmuch 
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as  there  was  evidence  given  by  the  plaintiff,  and  nnoontra- 
dieted  by  the  defendant,  who  was  not  produced  to  contradict 
it,  which  created  such  a  preponderance  in  his  favor,  that  the 
jury  should  have  found  for  him  in  respect  of  it 

The  plaintiff  swoi*e,  first,  that  defendant  told  him  he  had 
bargained  with  plaintiff^s  father  for  the  place,  and  to  pay  him 
S600  besides  the  mortgage ;  and  secondly,  that  when  on  the 
morning  of  the  sale,  defendant  desired  to  know  plaintiff's 
lowest  price,  plaintiff  informed  him  that  he  would  not  let  it 
go  lower  than  the  old  bargain.  That,  in  my  judgment,  was 
so  suggestive  (I  might  almost  add,  conclusive)  as  to  what  the 
defendant  understood  the  terms  of  the  sale  to  be,  that  it  super- 
added to  the  rest  of  plaintiff's  testimony,  created  an  impera- 
tive  necessity  for  the  defendant  to  come  forward  and 
contradict  it,  (if  he  could)  as  to  cause  it  to  be  shown  why  he 
oould  not  appear  to  testify  in  explanation  of  it.  I  have 
eeitched  an  undoubting  condusion  Uiat  the  rule  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  should  be  made  absolute. 
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PLAnmrr  wif'eDtnatod  with  Um  |w— Iuu  «f  otrt»fai  foadt  by  tht  ovmt,  «te  wm 
•bout  to  IMF*  ttM  ProrlBM,  to  bo  fdnraidod  to  bha.  Whb  tbii  iatMtloB  tbo  goodi  who 
•ont  to  A  wbuf  to  be  dttppad  by  a  v«nl  then  lyliif  thftn,  but  tboio  wm  do  IocbmI  dcHfwy  to 
tbo  Doaatbr  or  oajr  ooo  on  boonl.  Ibo  doJendont^  who  libotrad  no  JiMtlllnitloa,  mamd  tht 
Roods  to  be  tofcon  and  ■old. 

Held,  that  vntU  the  aiaeiit  of  tbo  anatar  of  tbo  TaaMl  to  faeilfo  tbo  fooda  waa  dhown, 
fb^j  ramalnod  in  the  poMoealon  of  tbo  pbintlff  aa  apaoU  ovnor,  ao  aa  to  anaUa  biaa  to  aute- 
lala  an  aotloa  agalnet  a  wroQg*4oar. 

DoDD,  J.,  now,  (February  5th,  187S,)  delivered  judgment: 

This  is  an  action  against  the  defendant  for  the  conversion 
of  the  plaintifi*'s  property,  tried  before  Judge  WUkins  at 

,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant    A 

rule  nUi  for  a  new  trial  was  granted  and  it  was  argued  during 
the  present  term.  The  plaintiff  is  the  father  of  James  Sanford^ 
who  went  to  the  United  States  some  time  previous  to  the 
commencement  of  this  action,  leaving  with  his  father  the 
articles  in  question  in  this  action  ta  be  forwarded  to  him  in 
the  United  States,  and  they  were  packed  op  with  that  inten- 
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tioTi,  and  sent  to  a  wharf  twelve  miles  from  the  residence  of 
plaintiff,  designed  to  go  by  a  vessel  then  at  the  wharf.  Before 
the  son's  departure  for  the  United  States,  he  and  the  pli^nttff 
had  gone  to  where  the  vessel  was  to  ascertain  if  there  wan 
Ofne  there  to  mnd  the  articles  by,  and  in  consequence  of  which 
the  at  tides  were  sent  to  the  wharf;  but  it  does  not  appear 
that  any  communication  took  place  either  by  the  plaintiflf  or 
his  son  with  the  master,  or  any  other  person  on  board  the 
vessel,  when  they  went  to  where  she  was,  nor  does  it  appear 
there  was  any  communication  between  William  Sanfard  and 
any  person  belonging  to  the  vessel  when  he  took  the  articles 
under  the  direction  of  his  father  and  placed  them  on  the 
wharf.  The  plaintiff  says  he  did  not  deliver  the  articles  to 
the  captain  of  the  vesseL,  They  were  subsequently  taken  by 
a  person  calling  himself  a  constablorunder  the  direction  of  the 
defendant,  who  also  directed  their  sale,  and  they  were  sold. 
The  cause  was  very  imperfectly  tried  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant.  For  all  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  be  was  * 
stranger  and  a  wrong-doer,  as  by  his  plea  he  only  denies 
property  in  the  plaintiff,  without  justifying  the  taking  and 
converting  the  goods  to  his  own  use.  He  called  no  witnesses 
at  the  trial,  moved  for  a  nonsuit  when  the  plaintiff  closed  his 
ease,  which  the  learned  Judge  refused  to  grant,  and  left  the 
case  to  the  jury  oil  the  issue  of  property  in  the  plaintiff,  and 
they  found  for  the  defendant. 

This  case  must  be  decided  upon  the  eVidenoe  for  the 
plaintiff,  as  it  is  uncontradicted,  and  by  that  he  had  a  special 
property  in  the  goods,  was  in  fact  a  bailee  in  possession,  and 
that  is  sufficient  to  maintain  an  action  against  a  mere  wrong* 
doer.  Jeffet*ies  v.  Great  Wetdem  Railway  Company^  5  E.  &  B^i 
802.  The  mere  possession  is  sufficient  against  a  wrong-doc^ry 
Armo^Tf  v.  Ddamhie,.  1  Strange,  505.  The  principle 
established  by  those  authorities  is  conclusive,  and  the 
only  question  here  is,  did  the  plaintiff  part  with  that  posses- 
sion by  sending  the  goods  to  the  wharf  with  the  intention  of 
forwarding  them  by  a  vessel  then  at  the  wharf,  to  the  abso- 
lute owner  in  Boston.  There  is  no  evidence  to  show  how 
long  the  goods  had  been  on  the  wharf  before  they  were  takeiat 
by  the  direction  of  the  defendant ;  whether  immediiCtely  after 
they  were  deposited  there,  and  before  the  master  of  the  vessel 

ao» 
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had  time  to  take  charge  of  them.  In  my  omnion,  before  the 
plaintiff  was  divested  of  the  special  property  he  had  in  the 
goods,  the  assent  of  some  person  in  authority  on  board  the 
vessel  to  recover  them  must  be  shown.  In  a  case  in  some 
particulars  not  unlike  the  one  under  consideration,  the  question 
was  as  to  the  property  vesting  in  the  plaintiff  in  the  cause, 
and  Parke,  B.  said  that  if  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  pass 
the  property,  whether  absolute  or  special,  in  certain  ascertained 
chattels  is  established,  and  they  are  placed  in  the  hands  of  a 
depository,  no  matter  whether  such  depository  be  a  common 
seaman  or  ship  master,  employed  by  the  assignor  or  a  third 
person,  and  the  chattels  were  so  placed  on  account  of  the  person 
who  is  to  have  that  property,  and  the  depositaTy  appeals 
it  is  enough,  and  it  matters  not  by  what  documents  this 
is  effected  4  M.  &  W.,  775 ;  and  if  "  A."  order  a  trades- 
man to  send  him  goods  by  a  hoyman,  and  the  tradesman 
send  the  goods  by  a  porter  to  the  house  whera  the  hoy- 
man  resides  wh6n  in  town,  and  the  porter  not  finding  him 
there  leaves  the  goods  with  the  landlord,  "A."  cannot  nuun- 
tain  trover  against  the  landlord,  for  the  property  never  vested 
in  "A."  but  remained  in  the  tradesman,  2  Sdwyn^s  N.  P., 
1880.  So  I  say  here  the  absolute  owner  of  the  property  could 
have  no  action  against  the  master  of  the  vessel,  because  there 
was  no  assent  on  his  part  to  receive  the  goods,  and  uhtil  that 
assent  was  given  they  remained  in  the  possession  of  the  spedal 
owner,  the  plaintiff.  As  I  have  already  said,  the  defence  was 
not  well  conducted,  the  pleadings  were  defective  and  did  not 
justify  the  acts  of  the  defendant,  and  in  view  of  4;he  whole 
case  I  think  it  should  go  back  to  a  second  jury,  therefore 
the  rule  for  a  new  tiiid  should  be  made  absolute  without 
costs. 
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COOK  KT  AL.  V.  McLEOD. 

A  ouBfBi  party  oontaliMl  tlM  following  dann :  '*It  li  agiMd  that  tiM  rMporalblHtj  of 
Um  ohMtarar  oeaiaa  aa  aoon  aa  tha  cai|6  ia  en  board,  tha  vanal  lioldinf  a  llan  on  tha  cargo  fbr 
CMght  and  damttrraga.**  Plalntlffli  aoad  dafaodant  (tba  ehartarBr)  for  tha  fraiarht.  Mtting  out 
la  thair  dadaration  thai  thaTaMtlwaa  loadad  aadproeaedad  toaea  with  bar  oatgo,  and  daHraiad. 
tbaoaigot  ko. 

Dafaodant  damnrred. 

BM,  that  tha  demurrer  aboold  ba  aaalalnad,  aa  tha  dadaration  dioared  that  dafandant 
waanotUabte. 

WiLKiNS,  J.,  now,  (February  5thj  1873,)  delivered  judgment 
as  follows : 

The  sole  question  of  law  raised  by  the  demurrer  to  the 
count  in  this  case  depends  on  the  effect  of  these  words  in  the 
charter  party,  which  are  introduced  into  the  count,  viz.,  "  it 
is  agreed  that  the  responsibility  of  the  charterer  ceases  as 
soon  as  the  cargo  is  on  board,  the  vessel  holding  a  lien  on  the 
cargo  for  freight  and  demurrage." 

The  count  alleges  that  plaintiffs'  (and  one  £7tat(;,  since 
deceased)  owners  of  a  barque,  by  their  agent  entered  into  a 
charter  party  not  under  seal,  with  the  defendant  (personally) 
whereby  it  was  agreed  that  the  barque,  then  in  New  York, 
should  proceed  to  Richihucto  to  take  on  board  from  the 
defendant  (or  agent)  a  full  cargo,  &c. ;  and  being  so  loaded 
should  therewith  proceed  to  Bristol  duinnd^  &c.,  into  the 
Clyde.  &C.,  and  deliver  the  same,  on  being  paid  freight  (as 
specified.)  The  count  further  sets  ou  t  a  provision  of  the  instru- 
ment, viz.,  "If  ordered  to  Bristol  Channel^  and  cargo 
discharged  at  iJloiLcester,  2s,  6d.  additional  to  the  above  rate 
(the  before  specified  rate)  to  be  paid/'  Then  follows  a  pro- 
vision for  payment  of  the  freight  in  these  words,  **  Freight 
payable  as  follows,  viz.,  one-third  in  cash  on  arrival,  and 
remainder  in  bills  on  London^  at  four  months  date,  approved 
by  the  master  or  owner,  or  in  cash  with  two  per  cent,  discount, 
at  shipper's  option,  (the  shipper  in  fact  being  the  defendant). 
Then  follows  the  provision  in  question.  Plaintiffs'  then  aver 
that  the  barque  when  loaded,  proceeded  to  and  unloaded  at 
OUmcester,  as  ordered,  that  plaintiffs'  and  the  deceased  per* 
formed  aU  conditions,  &c.,  and  that  the  defendant,  as  shipper 
of  said  cargo,  by  himself  or  his  lawful  agent  or  order  in  that 
behalf,  made  his  option  to  pay  said  freight  in  casbi  on  anival 
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whereby  plaintiffs'  and  the  deceased  became  entitled  to  receive 
£453  198.  Sd.  Stg.,  less  discount,  in  the  manner,  and  at  the 
times,  and  with  interest,  set  forth  in  the  third  count,  but  the' 
same  hath  not  been  paid  to  the  plaintiffs. 

To  this  count  defendant  has  demurred,  because  the  charter 
party  set  out  absolves  the  defendant  from  liability  after  the 
loading  of  the  cargo,  and  confines  the  remedy  of  the  plaintiffs' 
for  their  freight  to  their  lien  for  freight  and  demurrage ;  and 
because  the  count  admits  that  the  vessel  was  loaded  and 
proceeded  to  sea  with  her  cargo,  and  so  shows  that  the 
defendant  js  not  liable.  After  carefully -considering  Oglesby  v. 
Ygleaiaa,  1  E..  B.  t  EL,  930 ;  Milvain  v.  Perez,  3  E.  &  E.,  495, 
and  the  more  recent  case  of  Bannister  v.  Breslaxier,  2  L.  R., 
C.  B.,  497,  which  reviews  and  approves  the  two  preceding 
authorities,  I  think  our  judgment  should  be  in  favor  of  the 
demurrer.  Erle^  J.,  in  giving  his  opinion  in  the  fit*st  mentioned 
case  said,  "  It  may  seem  improbable  that  the  owner  would 
leave  himself  without  a  remedy  at  the  port  of  discharge ;  still 
if  he  chooses  so  to  contract,  ^it  is  not  in  our  office  to  interfere." 

• 

It  is  impossible  to  construe  the  charter  party  otherwise  than 
as  exempting  the  defendant  from  all  liability  after  shipment 
of  the  cargo.  In  that  case,  indeed,  the  contract  was  made  by 
an  agent  who  named  no  principles,  and  who,  therefore,  as 
contracting  party,  protected  himself  by  a  clause  substantially 
like  that  in  question  here.  The  action  there  was  brought  for 
demurrage.  Next  in  order  of  time  came  the  case  of  MUvain 
V.  Perez,  3  E.  &  E.,  495.  There  also  the  defendants  who 
executed  the  polic}^  were  agents  of  foreign  charterers.  The 
policy  contained  a  stipulation  that,  as  defendants  were  acting 
for  foreign  principles,  "all  liability  of  defendants  in  every 
respect,  and  as  to  all  matters,  or  things  as  well,  before  and 
during  as  after  the  shipping  of  said  cargo,  should  cease  as  soon 
as  they  had  shipped  the  cargo."  Defendants  having  loaded 
and  shipped  the  agreed  cargo,  plaintiffs  afterwards  sued  them 
for  not  having  shipped  it  in  regular  turn.  Held,  that  the 
action  would  not  lie,  for  that  the  charter  party  limited 
defendants  liability  to  the  actual  shipment  of  the  cargo,  and 
protected  them  from  responsibility  for  any  irregularity  or  delay 
in  the  ^shipment.  Both  these  eases  |tre  distinguishable  from 
tliat  before  nai  although  they  bolb  reoogniae  the  legality  of 
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of  such  instruciions  of  a  liability  that  would  otherwise  attach 
without  restraint  .  But  the  latest  case  brought  to  our  notice 
-^Ban^ister  v.  Bresalauer^  et  al,  appears  to  me  in  principle 
to  govern  this :  There  by  a  charter  party  made  between  the 
plaintiff,  the  shipowner  and  the  defendants,  the  cargo  was  to 
be  loaded  and  discharged  with  all  dispatch,  and  freight  to  be 
paid  in  cash  on  unloading  and  right  delivery  ;  "  the  charterers 
liability  on  this  charter  to  cease  when  the  cargo  is  shipped, 
provided  the  same  is  worth  the  freight  on  arrival  at  the  port 
of  dischai^ ;  the  captain  having  «n  absolute  lien  on  it  for 
freight,  dead  freight  and  demurrage,  which  he  or  owner  shall 
foe  bound  to'  exercise."  The  iBction  was  brought  by  the  ship- 
owner against  the  charterers  jFor  delay  in  loading  the  vessel  at 
London,  her  port  of  loading,  for  a  voyage  to  Antwerp.  It 
was  held  that,  a  plea  setting  out  the  above  condition,  with  an 
averment  that  the  cai^  was  shipped,  and  that  the  same  was 
worth  the  said  freight  on  arrival  at  the  port  of  discharge,  and 
that  thereupon  the  defendants  liability  as  charterers  upon 
and  under  the  charter  party  ceased,  "  was  a  good  answer  to 
the  action." 

The  counsel  who  argued  in  support  of  the  demurrer 
endeavored,  but  without  avail,  to  distinguish  the  case  in  prin- 
ciple from  that,  viis.,  the  intent  of  the  parties,  which  was  held 
to  rule  the  two  former  cases.  The  opposite  counsel  who 
ai^ed  said,  ^  the  intention  of  the  parties  in  inserting  these 
clauses  is  to  put  the  whole  settlement  of  the  shipowner's 
claim  for  freight^  dead  freight  and  demurrage,  upon  the 
conugnee  of  the  goods,  who,  in  all  probability,  is  in  most,  if 
not  in  all  cases,  the  principal  of  the  charterers.**  This,  he 
added,  "  is  manifest  from  the  proviso  that  the  assertion  of  the 
lien  shall  be  obligatory  on  the  captain  or  owner."  Some  such 
intention  must,  I  think,  have  been  in  the  mind  of  this  defend- 
ant when  he  chartered.  If  he  had  been  alone  to  his  own 
interest  he  would  have  qualified  the  condition  in  question 
here  as  the  defendants  did  in  BannUter  v.  Breadauer,  viz.,  by 
a  proviso  '  that  the  cai^  at  the  port  of  delivery  shall  prove 
to  be  worth  the  freight,"  and  also  by  an  obligation  on  the 
master  to  assert  the.  lien  there.  In  Bannister  v.  Breftdatier, 
Byles,  J.,  in  refening  to  Ogleby  v.  Tglesiaa,  and  Milvain  v. 
Page^  said,  ''  Those  cases  show  that  the  giving  a  lien  on  the 
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cargo,  and  discharging  the  charterer  from  all  responsibility  in 
respect  of  the  goods,  is  not  unusual."  The  learned  Judge 
added,  as  I  may  say  here,  "In  construing  this  stipulation 
therefore,  according  to  the  literal  sense  of  the  words,  we  shall 
not  be  introducing  anything  contrary  to  the  custom  of 
merchants." 


FOSTER  u  FOSTER 


Acnoii  of  ^leetOMQi  tor  m  mdlTldad  nolt^  of  ohtIiIb  hadB,  difaiMteiit  htiag  kgally 
MilitM  to  Um  oUmt  hall,  bat  dalmlof  the  whole,  end  havinr  MtmUjr  ooited  ptaintiff  there- 


The  Jury  found  for  the  phdntlfl,  on  eertefai  <|aeitioBe  of  toei  eobnltted  to  them,  their 
pert  eoneUiuUnir  e  oomplete  omo  for  him,  end  entiUtar  him  to  e  ▼erdlet,  bat  eemn  of  them 
not  beinf  able  to  oonear  In  e  generel  Feidlet,  after  four  boon  dellbefatlon  the  Ouort  ordemd 
that  a  Terdkt  be  entered  that  the  pUlotlfl  wae  entitled  to  Iht  poamiriop  of  one-half  of  the 
aaidlanda. 

fi«M  duKeanle,  that  the  Terdlet  fMr  plafaitn  riwold  be  opheUL 

YouNQ,  C.  J.,  now,  (February  24th,  1873,)  delivered  judg- 
ment as  follows : 

This  is  an  action  of  ejectment  for  the  undivided  half  of  a  lot 
of  Ifind,  with  mills  and  mill  privileges,  at  Bridgetown^  and  is  an 
oBehoot  or  branch  of  the  famous  controversy  between  Foster 
and  Fouier,  which  has  been  so  often  before  this  CTourt.  The 
defendant  is  entitled  to  the  other  half,  but  claiming  the  whole, 
put  in  the  usual  plea  denying  the  plaintiff's  title,  and  then  a 
second  plea  of  tenancy  in  common,  admitting  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  an  undivided  share.  It  would  seem  from  this  that 
the  defendant  was  by  no  means  confident  of  sustaining  his 
title  to  the  whole,  but  his  claim  thereto  and  an  actual  ouster 
was  clearly  shown. 

The  plaintiff  and  his  brother  Oliver^  under  whom  the 
defendant  holds,  were  joint  devisees  of  the  property  under  the 
will  of  their  father.  Ana  Foster,  which  was  proved  in  the  year 
1854.  There  was  an  old  mill,  which  William  rented  to  Oliver^ 
the  latter  built  a  new  mill  in  1858  or  1859,  to  which  WiUiam 
made  some  contributiona  The  dispute  then  arose  with 
Folder,  and  William  executed  a  deed  of  his  half  in  1859  to 
Oliver,  made,  as  he  says,  in  order  to  defeat  any  judgment  that 
might  be  obtained  against  him  by  Foxder.    The  completion 
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and  delivery  of  this  deed  was  the  main  question  at  the  trial. 
Oliver  was  examined  under  commission,  and  both  brothers 
united  in  repudiating  the  deed.  William  testifies  that  Oliver 
was  not  present  at  the  execution,  and  knew  nothing  of  it, 
that  he  handed  the  deed  for  the  above  purpose  to,  the  late  Mr, 
Troop,  who  was  to  return  it  to  him  if  nothing  hap^ned  about 
the  Fowler  business.  He  is  contradicted  on  this  by  some  declara* 
tions  of  his  own,  which  he  explained  or  deavored  to  explain 
away,  and  by  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Jacob  Troop,  and  the  Judge 
left  the  following  questions  to  the  jury,  "  Was  the  deed  from 
plaintiff  to  Oliver  Foster,  at  pie  time  of  the  transaction  respect- 
ing it,  which  took  place  in  Mr.  Troop^s  office,  and  when  it  was 
handed  to  the  late  Mr.  Troop,  intended  by  the  plaintiff  to 
take  immediate  effect  as  a  deed  then  conveying  title  to  Oliver 
Foster,  or  was  it  at  that  time  intended  by  the  plaintiff  to  take 
effect  as  a  deed  conveying  title  to  Oliver  only,  in  case  the 
contingency  stated  by  the  plaintiff  should  happen.**  To 
which  the  answer  of  the  jury  was  that  it  was  not  intended 
to  take  effect  as  a  deed  at  that  time. 

This  is  not  the  case  therefore  of  a  plaintiff  seeking  to  set 
aside  a  fraudulent  deed,  thereby  taking  advantage  of  his  own 
wrong,  but  of  a  party  questioning  the  due  execution  and 
delivery  of  the  deed,  which  it  was  the  province  of  the  jury  to 
pass  upon,  and  we  can  scarcely  be  surprised  at  their  decision, 
when  it  was  clear  that  the  consideration  was  inserted  by  the 
attorney  without  any  money  having  passed,  and  that  the  deed 
lay  neglected  and  unrecorded  till  after  action  brought  In 
the  deed,  too,  from  Oliver  to  the  defendant  he  professed  to 
convey  only  his  own  right  under  his  father's  will,  and  his 
testimony  on  that  point  is  confirmed  by  t>ie  terms  of  the  con- 
veyance. On  the  merits  of  the  case,  therefore,  and  the  finding 
of  the  jury,  but  little,  I  think,  could  be  said. 

Two  points,  however,  were  made  at  the  argument  which 
require  our  consideration.  The  commission  was  taken  out  by 
the  plaintiff  in  the  dsual  form  and  with  the  usual  instructions 
tea  lawyer  in  Oviariot  and  was  returned  27th  SepiembeTt 
1872,  only  five  days  before  the  trial,  so  that  the  second  section 
of  the  Evidence  Act,  chap.  135,  could  not  operate,  though  the 
tenth  section  does.  Objections*  to  the  execution  and  return 
were  taken  at  the  trial  and  one  or  two  others  at  tbeaigamenti 
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¥rhich  do  not  appear  to  me  to  be  fatal.  The  fact  of  the  pTain- 
tifi'^s  transmitting  the  return  amounts  to  nothing,  when  the 
seals  were  unbroken — there  was  no  swearing  of  a  clerk,  because 
no  clerk  was  employed.  The  second  examination  of  the 
witness  on  the  6th  September  was  of  no  consequence  at  the 
trial,  and  the  want  of  a  formal  return  on  the  commission  when 
all  the  proceedings  were  in  due  order,  is  not  an  objection 
which  ought  to  prevail  under  the  10  section  of  the  Actw 

Besides  the  foregoing  question,  the  Judge  put  another  to 
the  juiy  as  to  a  demand  of  possession  by  the  plaintiff  from 
the  defendant,  and  his  denying  the  plaintiff's  title,  which  the 
jury  answered  in  the  affirmative,  the  two  answers  constituting 
a  complete  case  for  the  plaintiff,  and  entitling  him  to  a  verdict, 
but  the  report  states  *'  that  seven  of  the  jury  not  being  able 
to  concur  in  finding  a  general  verdict  after  four  hours  delibera- 
tion, the  Court  orders  that  a  verdict  be  entered  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  one-half  of  the  said 
mill  and  land  claimed  by  him."  Now  the  question  is  can  this 
be  legally  done.  In  the  present  term  oar  attention  has  been 
called  in  another  case  to  the  circumstances  under  which  an 
omission  or  a  mistake  in  a  verdict  can  be  supplied  or  con- 
nected, and  the  two  cases  have  rendered  it  necessary  to  look 
carefully  into  the  practice. 

It  appeal's  from  Tidd,  ^h  ed.,  000,  and  Ar^bold,  12th  ed.^ 
7»  447  and  466,  that  the  mode  of  taking  verdicts  in  civil  suits 
in  England  is  different  from  ours.  The  associate  in  each 
Court  is  an  officer  appointed  by  the  Chief  Justice  and  Chief 
Baron  respectively,  who  is  paid  a  salary  in  lieu  of  fees,  and 
cannot  act  as  barrister  or  attorney.  A  general  verdict  is  given 
by  the  jury  on  the  several  issues,  viva  voce,  as  criminal  verdicts 
are  given  with  us.  The  panel  is  not  signed  by  the  foreman, 
but  the  associate  makes  a  minute  of  the  verdict,  from  whidh 
minute  an  indorsement  is  made  at  nisi  priu9^  on  the  record, 
and  is  called  postea.  The  duty  of  the  attorney  of  the  success- 
ful party  in  dealing  with  the  poetea  is  pointed  out  in  the 
books.  The  associate  in  general  indorses  the  postea,  but 
sometimes  he  leaves  it  to  the  attorney  of  the  successful  party 
to  do.  Having  no  skilled  officer  similar  to  the  associate,  we 
authenticate  the  verdict  by  tfie  signature  of  the  foreman  on 
the  panel,  but  by  what  authority  or  rule  this  convenient 
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practice  crept  in,  I  am  not  aware.  There  is  certainly  no  rule 
making  the  signature  of  the  foreman  essential  to  the  validity 
of  a  verdict. 

The  subject  of  the  conduct  and  amendment  of  verdicts, 
belongs  more  to  the  other  case  I  have  referred  to,  than  to  the 
present.  I  shall  content  myself,  therefore,  vrith  a  reference 
to  the  cases  in  Arckhold,  462-3;  Fisher,  138-9;  Digests  for 
1870-^1,  fol.  7,  where  the  various  grounds  and  reasons  of  such 
amendments,  which  have  sometimes  been  cariied  to  a  con- 
siderable length,  are  stated.  Where  a  mistake  is  spoken  of  in 
recording  the  verdict,  it  means  a  mistake  in  the  associate 
taking  the  minute,  or  the  entry  by  himself  or  the  attorney 
on  the  nisi  jprius  record,  and  the  postea  may  be  amended  by 
the  Judges'  notes,  or  the  notes  of  the  Clerk  of  Assize,  or 
associate.  If  there  are  several  counts  in  a  declaration,  some 
of  which  are  bad,  and  by  mistake  a  general  verdict  is  entered 
on  all  the  counts,  although  evidence  was  given  on  the  good 
only,  the  postea  may  be  amended  by  the  Judges'  notes.  1 
Doug.,  576;  where  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  counts,  and  a 
general  verdict  given,  if  the  jury  have  calculated  their 
damages  on  one  count  only,  the  2>oi<tea  may  be  amended  by 
entering  the  verdict  on  that  count,  by  which  metins  the  mis- 
joinder will  be  cured;  1  Chitty,  626.  But  in  one  or  two 
cases  the  Court  have  gone  farther  in  dealing  with  the  verdicts 
of  juries.  In  Ernst  v.  Brown,  4  Biug,  162,  the  difficulty 
arose  trom  the  state  of  the  record  not  corresponding  with  the 
intention  of  the  jur3\  It  is  manifest,  said  Parjce,  J.,  that  the 
verdict  in  its  present  shape  was  a  mere  slip,  unless  it  is  to  be 
supposed  that  the  jury  were  either  foolish  or  mad,  and  the 
Court  thought  the  verdict  should  be  amended.  In  Newton  v. 
Harland,  1  M.  &  G.,  671,  728,  the  Judge  at  iirst  refused 
to  interfere  with  the  verdict  returned,  but  afterwards 
directt^d  the  entry  of  the  verdict  to  be  altered  by  the  associate. 
In  Baker  v.  Lawrence,  22  L.  T.  R.,  N.  S.,  608,  a  general  ver-> 
diet  was  returned  for  defendant.  It  was  entered  by  order  of  the 
Judge  by  mistake  for  the  plaintiff.  After  the  jtny  had  been 
discharged  they  were  recalled,  the  Judge  recollected  what 
their  verdict  was,  and  from  their  statement  fouud  that  a 
mistake  had  been  made.  He  then  directed  the  postea  to  bo 
amended,  which  the  Court  upheld. 
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In  Treise  v.  Tliompson,  1  Taunt.,  12,  Heaih,  J.  cited  a  case 
of  trespass  where  no  evidence  having  been  given  of  the  precise 
amount  of  the  injury  sustained,  the  jury  refused  to  give  any 
damage,  and  on  application,  the  Court  ordered  a  verdict  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff  with  one  penny  damages,  on  which 
Mansfield,  J.  remarked,  that  the  case  was  rightly  decided,  and 
that  the  Court  might  follow  the  precedent  it  had  established. 

The  case,  however,  which  approaches  most  rearly  to  the 
present  is  that  of  Doe.  d.  Ltwis  v.  Bcuter,  5  Ad.  &  EU.,  129  ; 
there  the  jury  having  found  the  fact,  which,  as  the  Chief 
Justice  instructed  them,  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict,  the 
associate,  after  his  lordship  had  retired,  told  them  that  this 
was  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  entered  il  accordingly ; 
upon  which  several  of  the  jury  expressed  to  him  their  dissent, 
and  declared  that  they  had  not  agreed  to  find  for  the  plaintiff, 
the  ca^e,  as  here,  being  ejectment.  On  a  rule  to  set  the 
verdict  aside.  Lord  DeriTnan  said  the  aasociate  would  have 
done  wrong  if  he  had  not  entered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
They  were  unwilling  to  find  a  forfeiture  and  the  case  was  a 
hard  one.  They  were  bound,  however,  to  re-consider  their 
verdict,  and  if  they  had  then  found  for  the  defendant  their 
verdict  would  have  been  against  the  evidence.  The  verdict, 
as  entere«l,  was  therefore  upheld,  and  on  the  authority  of  this 
case,  though  with  some  hesitatioii,  I  think  that  our  judgment 
should  be  for  the  plaintiff. 


McNEIL  t?.  MOREHOUSE. 

Ax  appaal  bdng  taken  from  a  Maftinnte'ft  d«cf«ioa,  Um  dafendiuit  uid  one  W.,  mi  attonicy 
flf  the  Supreme  Court,  lieonmet  raratlet  '^n  the  ftppeel  botML  On  the  fround  of  W.  beinp  e 
•urety  the  bond  wae  held  lrre(pihr  uid  tiM  appael  dinntaMd  by  the  Sapreue  CcMirt  PMntW 
then  rc»)rt«il  to  hie  original  judgment,  and  the  execatlon  bdng  rttnraed  vnaatiaSed,  toed 
defendant  on  the  bond. 

Oeld,  thatheoonldnotTeoover,  aabsrtheoounebehadtakmihehndimiwd  afl  right  oc 
claim  againit  defendant  under  Uie  appeal  bond. 

DoDD,  J.,  now,  (February  24th,  1873,)  delivered  judgment 
as  follows : 

This  was  a  special  case  agreed  upon  between  the  parties 
in  the  cause,  their  counsel  and  attorneys.   The  defendant  was 
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a  co-surety  with  Wcule,  an  attorney  of  this  Court,  in  an  appeal 
bond  in  a.  suit  between  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause  and  one 
Trefoiff  tried  before  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  in  the  County  of 
Digby.    The  appeal  being  entered  in  the  following  term  of 
the  Supreme  Court  at  Dighy,  the  plaintiff  objected  to  the  trial 
of  the  cause  and  moved  that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed, 
on  the  ground  that  the  bond  was  irregular  because  Wade^  the 
co-surety  was  an  attorney  of  this  Court.    The  Chief  Justice, 
who  presided  at  the  Court,  taking  that  view  of  the  case, 
declined  to  hear  it,  and  dismissed  the  appeal.    The  plaintiff 
then  resorted  to  his  judgment  before  the  Justice  and  issued 
an  execution  on  it,  but  it  was  returned  not  satisfied.    An 
action  was  then  brought  on  the  appeal  bond  against  the  pre- 
sent defendant,  and  it  was  turned  into  the  special  case  we  are 
now  considering.    The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  in  support  of 
his  case,  referred  us  to  Ckiity^a  Practice,  831,  but  on  reference 
to  the  authority  it  will  be  found  that.it  does  not  extend  to 
this  country,  being  a  rule  of  H.  jT.,  1853,  and  that  if  it  did 
extend,  it  has  no  application  to  the  case  under  consideration. 
In  my  opinion  the  plaintiff  made  his  election  when  he  moved 
the  Court  to  dismiss  the  appeal  and  went  back  tohisjudgment 
before  the  magistrate,  and  could  not  afterwards    proceed 
against  the  bail.    There  was  not  anything  to  prevent  him, 
after  the  cause  was  entered  in  the  Supreme  Court,  to  proceed 
with  the  trial,  and  had  he  in  that  case  obtained  a  judgment 
against  Trefoy,  he  could  have  made  the  bail  liable,  but  it 
would  be  most  unreasonable  to  make  the  defendant  in  this 
cause  responsible  upon  his  appeal  bond;  after  the  plaintiff 
refused  to  have  his  cause  tried  when  it  was  entered  in  the 
Supreme  Court,  according  to  the  condition  of  the  bond.    A 
creditor  who  obtains  a  verdict  before  commission  against  a 
bankrupt,  i&  entitled  to  prove  his  costs  as  well  as  his  debt 
under  the  commission,  though  judgment  was  not  signed  until 
after  commission  was  issued,  and  having  proved  his  debt  and 
acted  under  the  commission,  has  made  his  election,  and  shall 
not  afterwards  resort  to  the  bankrupt  bail.    2  B,  Black,  1317. 
And  in  the  present  case  the  plaintiff  has  made  his  election,  he 
refused  Trefoy  the  right  to  try  his  cause  in  the  Supreme  Court, 
because  the  bond  signed  by  the  defendant  was  also  signed  by 
an  attorney  of  this  Court  and  bad  the  appeal  dismissed,  and 
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then  resorted  back  to  his  judgment  before  the  Jastice  of  the 
Peace,  and  thereby  in  my  opinion  waived  all  right  or  claim 
under  the  appeal  bond  againnt  the  defendant.  I  therefore 
think  judgment  should  be  entered  for  the  defendant  with 
costs. 


PAINT   V.    MACLEAN. 

PLAistifr  eteimeil  domafM  for  ilandar,  tlltglnf  Im  hfai  deolaratlon  that  def«nd&ol  had 
•polna  oertiln  wonla  about  him  In  relation  to  hia  hwincH,  to  tha  affect  that  he  waa  ipiiKjr  of 
tmodnlaiit  aoodnct  in  eaid  boainaea,  and  waa  untnutworthjr  and  onprfndplad  In  hie  way  of 
eanyliif  it  on,  whereby  plaintiff  waa  Injured  in  hia  credit  and  reputation,  and  hia  cuetpuiaia 
vara  eauwd  to  limit  thdr  daalinsa  with  bhn,  and  to  withhold  buelneae  from  him. 

Aild,  that  there  waa  no  need  of  altaffinf  or  proTluf  epedal  dantaga. 

Ritchie,  J.,  now,  (February  24th,  1873,)  delivered  ihe 
judgment  of  the  Court : 

We  are  all  of  opinion  that  there  are  two  counts  in  the 
declaration  in  this  calse,  and  not  but  one  as  contended  for  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  The  first  of  these  is  unquestionably 
bad,  as  the  words  alleged  to  have  been  spoken  not  being 
actionable  in  themselves,  ai-e  not  stated  to  have  been  spoken 
of  the  plaintiff  iii  respect  of  his  trade  or  business^  and  no 
special  damage  is  alleged.  The  second  count  is  good,  the 
words  there  are  stated  to  have  been  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in 
relation  to  his  business  as  a  general  commission  merchant,  and 
are  calculated  to  injure  him  in  it,  and  the  meaning  given  to 
them  is,  that  he  had  cheated  and  was  guilty  of  fradulent  con- 
duct in  his  said  business,  and  was  untrustworthy  and  unpi-in- 
cipled  in  his  manner  of  carrying  it  on,  whereby  he  was  injured 
in  his  credit  and  reputation  as  a  general  commission  merchant 
and  in  his  said  business,  and  that  Levi  HaH  and  many  persons 
who  had  heretofore  dealt  with  him,  limited  such  dealings  and 
withheld  business  from  him. 

There  are  no  grounds  whatever  for  the  contention  of  the 
defendant's  counsel,  that  special  damage  must  be  alleged  and 
proved,  where  words  though  otherwise  not  actionable  in  them* 
selves,  are  stated  to  have  been  used  in  relation  to  a  man  in 
his  profession  or  business,  and  his  reference  to  Sdvyn'B  N.  P. 
in  no  way  qualifies  such  an  inference,  but  if  that  had  been 
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the  law  there  is  a  sufficient  stat-ement  of  special  damage  in 
this  count.  Where  the  words  are  not  actionable  in  themselves 
special  damage  is  considered  the  gist  of  the  action,  not  so 
when  words  are  spoken  of  a  man  in  way  of  his  trade  or 
calling,  when  they  are  actionable  in  themselves,  which  means 
^Without  the  necessity  of  alleging  special  damage  or  proving  it 
If  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  special  damage  for  words  action- 
able in  themselves,  and  he  seeks  compensation  for  it,  such 
special  damage  should  be  stated  in  the  declaration  with  as 
much  certainty  as  the  subject  matter  is  capable  of,  so  that 
the  defendant  may  be  prepared  to  meet  it,  but  in  Eva/tM  v. 
Harris,  I  H.  &  N.,  251,  it  was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  allege 
and  prove  a  general  lo&^  of  customers  as  special  damage,  with- 
out stating  their  names.  The  judgment  of  the  Court,  there- 
fore, is  for  the  defendant  on  the  first  count  and  for  theplaintiff 
on  the  second. 


SMITH   V.   McNEIL. 


DinxDAHT,  on«  of  the  larattaa  on  «n  tppoal  bond,  which  boimme  forMlod«  mlttid  pajr^ 
iMnt  oil  ih«  ground  that  whon  ht  ttgnod  tht  bond  he  did  not  kmiw  whohlieo-eBielif  WMtO  be. 

BOd,  thet  in  the  ebeence  ol  fimiid  thie  wee  no  defenoe. 

DoDD,  J.,  now,  (February  24th,  1873,)  delivered  judgment 
as  follows : 

We  haveuo  difficulty  in  this  case.  Here  the  plaintiff  became 
a  co-surety  with  the  defendant  upon  an  appeal  bond  in  the 
cause  of  Alitchell  v.  McDonald,  It  was  first  signed  by  the 
defendant  and  McDonald,  and  when  taken  to  a  Justice  of  the 
Peace  he  objected  tp  it  because  it  had  not  the  name  of  a  second 
surety  on  it,  and  then  McDonald  took  it  to  the  plaintiff  and 
he  signed  the  bond  in  a  blank  that  had  been  left  for  a  second 
name,  and  afterwards  told  the  plaintiff  he  was  pleased  he  had 
signed  it,  as  it  divided  the  responsibility  between  them. 
Afterwards  the  bond  became  forfeited,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
compelled  to  pay  the  full  amopnt  of  the  bond.  The  present 
suit  is  against  the  defendant  for. a  moiety  of  the  sum  so  paid 
by  the  plaintiff.  The  defence  at  the  trial,  as  contended  by  the 
defendant,  was  that  he  was  not  liable,  as  when  he  signed  the 
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bond  he  did  not  know  who  his  co-surety  was  to  be.  Tho  case 
agreed  upon  between  the  parties  in  this  cause  and  submitted 
for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  contains  the  facts  I  have  men- 
tioned, and  I  do  not  find  it  necessary  to  refer  to  any  authority 
for  our  judgment,  as  no  authority  was  cited  at  the  argument 
of  the  cause  to  shew  that  a  bond  like  that  under  coasideration 
must  be  signed  by  all  the  parties  to  it  at  the  same  time,  unless 
there  is  fraud  charged  and  proved.  We  therefore  think  that 
judgment  should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  costs  for  the 
amount  proved  at  the  trial  before  the  Court  at  Pictoxi  in  Jane 
term,  last. 
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DrRi:(c»  «  recMS  which  oocorrad  In  the  progreai  of  a  trial,  after  all  the  eTidmoe  had  been 
put  in,  but  the  closlnf;  addreaiee  of  tha  counael  not  yet  delivered,  one  of  the  Jurure  was  baud 
to  lay  aloud  :  "  The  pUdntlfl  has  got  to  get  hie  pay  and  he  wIU  yet  It.**  Tho  rerdict  beinip  in 
faTOur  of  plaintiff  it  n-aa  sougbt  to  be  set  aside  for  mlsoonduct  on  the  part  of  a  Jnror. 

JETeld,  that  Itioking  at  the  drouokstanoea  under  which  the  remarka  waa  roade^  there  wia 
00  ground  for  diatarhing  the  verdict. 

WiLKiN|,  J.,  now,- (February  24th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows: 

The  verdict  given  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause  is  sought 
to  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  misconduct  on  the  part  of  one 
of  the  jurors  who  gave  it,  and  if  the  facts  be  such  as  lead  our 
minds  to  doubt  that  the  functions  of  the  jury  were  performed 
with  purity, integrity  and  the  absence  of  corrupt  biasUie  verdict 
must  not  be  permitted  to  stand.  On  the  other  hand,  especially 
where,  &s  in  this  case,  no  dissatisfaction  with  the  verdict  is 
expressed  by  the  learned  Judge  who  presided  at  the  trial,  we 
owe  it  to  the  party  in  whose  favor  the  verdict  has  been  given 
not  to  interfere  with  his  rights  by  disturbing  it  if  reasonable 
ground  for  concluding  that  it  embodies  in  any  degree  the 
result  of  corrupt  influences  in  that  moral  agency  which 
produced  it  does  not  necessarily  arise  from  the  evidence  before 
us.  That  it  does  not  appear  is  the  conclusion  at  which  we 
have  arrived.  We  learn  from  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Savory  that 
when  the  words  were  used  by  the  particular  juror  which  have 
glvra  occasion  to  the  rule  idl  the  evidence  in  the  cause  bad 
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been  heard  by  him,  although  the  closing  ad<]resscs  of  the 
counsel  and  the  ch>rge  of  the  Judge  had  not  been  delivered. 
The  deponents  Amireau  and  Mdancon^  on  whose  affidavits  the 
rule  was  granted,  do  not  concur  as  to  the  precise  language 
used  by  the  juror,  which  was  uttered  during  a  recess  and  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  Clair  Court  House,  but  their  statements 
are  substantially  to  the  effect  that  Bdliveau,  the  juror,  in  the 
presence  of  a  dozen  persons,  a  circumstance  not  calculated  in 
itself  to  produce  in  our  minds  an  impfession  of  corruption  on 
the  part  of  the  juror,  on  doubts  being  expressed  by  deponents 
or  others  present  as  to  whgLt  the  verdict  would  be,  said :  ''  The 
plaintiff  has  got  to*  get  his  pay  and  he  will  get  it."  This 
language,  fairly  and  reasonably  construed,  imports  no  more 
than  an  opinion  or  a  conviction  in  the  mind  of  the  man  who 
used  it  that  such  ought  to  be,  perhaps  that  it  would  be,  the 
result  of  the  trial.  To  have  uttered  that  opinion  under  the 
circumstances  of  his  then  position  was  indiscreet  and  improper, 
but  not  criminal.  Moreover,  it  is  fair  and  just  to  the  juror 
thus  impugned  to  consider  that  if  he  had  then  contemplated 
using  afterwards  in  the  jurors  withdrawing  room  any  corrupt 
means  of  influencing  his  fellow-jurors,  it  is  not  probable  that 
he  would  have  thus  publicly  and  gratuitously  avowed  hb 
opinion  as  to  the  result  of  the  trial.  Men  of  ordinary  prudence, 
if  80  pre-determined,  would  have  been  reticent  under  the 
circumstances.  Looking  to  the  affidavit  of  the  juryman,  ho 
exculpates  himself  from  every  ground  of  crimination,  and 
shews  that  with  the  exception  of  expressing  an  opinion  that 
the  plaintiff  would  succeed  in  the  suit — an  opinion  expi'essed 
by  him  after  he  had  heard  Amireau  and  Mdancon  state  their 
opinions  strongly  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  he  was  not 
open  to  censure  for  anything  save  imprudence  and  levity 
which,  though  improper  and  unbecoming  in  his  position,  are 
not  enough  to  make  it  our  duty  to  set  aside  the  venlict. 
The  rule,  therefore,  must  be  discharged  with  costs. 
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DRrtNOAirr  having  bem  summofMd  for  seninir  tntoslofttlng  Itqoon  witbout  lloaRM,  made 
a  writtou  c(»nfc«tion,  upon  which  the  JofttcM  iDfllolad  a  pvnalty  upon  btm  tm  tar  %  fourth 
offence  Defendant  was  not  preaent  at  the  trial,  nor  waa  anj  Intlmaiion  i^r^n  Llm  of  any 
Intention  to  pnHX!od  againat  him,  except  aa  for  a  lint  ollance.  The  orlglna]  oonrlctlooa  In  the 
throe  prcviuiu  actlonn  a«fainat  the  defendant  Vera  produced  and  lead  at  the  trial,  but  ao  other 
eirldenco  m*ai  offered. 

Held  on  eeriiorarU  that  the  oonTletlon  iboaki  be  quaahed. 

Ritchie,  J.,  now,  (February  24th,  1878,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court : 

It  appears  by  the  papers  brought  up  by  certiorari  that  a 
summons  in  the  form  given  in  chapter  2  of  the  Acts  of  1869, 
was  taken  out  against  the  defendant  at  the  instance  of 
Alexander  McGillviray,  Clerk  of  the  License  for  the  district 
of  Antlgonislt,  for  a  violation  of  the  law  relating  to  the  sale 
of  intoxicating  liquors.  The  summons  was  taken  out  on.  the 
17th  February,  1870,  returnable  on  the  7th  JbTarc^,  and  on  the 
21st  Fthriiary  the  defendant,  by  a  writing  under  his  hand, 
confessed  having  sold  intoxicating  liquors  contrary  to  law 
within  six  months  previous  to  the  issue  of  the  summons. 

On  the  7th  Marcft  judgment  was  given,  and  the  conviction 
was  in  the  following  form  :  "  The  within  defendant  having 
been  duly  summoned,  as  mentioned  in  the  annexed  writ  of 
summons,  was  this  day  convicted  of  the  offence  of  violating 
the  License  Laws  by  selling  intoxicating  liquors  without 
license,  on  his  own  confession.  We  therefore  fine  him  $80, 
being  the  fourth  offence,  or  three  months'  imprisonment,  with 
$1.05  costs,  amounting  in  all  to  $81.05,  to  be  paid  forthwith." 

The  defendant  does  not  appear  to  have  been  pr&sent  at  the 
trial,  and  no  intimation  was  given  him  of  any  intention  to 
proceed  against  hitn  for  any  other  than  a  first  offence. 

It  appears  from  the  affidavit  of  one  of  the  justices  who 
tried  the  case,  that  in  addition  to  the  defendant's  confession, 
the  original  convictions  against  the  defendant  of  three  different 
violations  of  the  laws  relating  to  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors,  each  signed  by  two  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  said 
county,  one  of  whom  was  a  justice  who  signed  the  present 
conviction,  were  produced  before  giving  judgment  and  signing 
this  conviction. 
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By  thtf  act  a!bove  mentioned  is  declared  that  the  first 
cSence  shall  mean  the  first  time  the  accused  party  shall  have 
paid  a  fine  or  suffere%l  imprisonment,  whether  upon  confession 
x>r  conviction ;  and  by  the  19th  chapter  of  the  Revised 
JStcUutea,  of  which  this  act  is  an  amendment,  it  is  required 
that  the  names  of  the  witnesses  who  may  have  been  examined 
shall  be  inserted  in  the  conviction,  as  well  as  a  statement  of 
the  manner  of  the  party's  conviction. 

As  in  this  case  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  conviction 
that  the  only  evidence  before  the  justices  was  the  confession 
of  the  defendant  of  having  sold  intoxicating  liquors  contrary 
to  the  law,  which  would  only  justify  the  imposition  of  a 
penalty  of  $10  or  20  days'  imprisonment,  this  conviction 
should  be  quashed. 

Even  if  we  C(HiId  go  out  of  the  conviction  and  receive  the 
affidavit  of  one  of  the  justices  who  ti-ied  the  cause  as  to  what 
evidence  was  given  at  the  trial,  it  appears  to  me  that  more 
proof  would  have  been  required  to  justify  the  conviction  for  a 
fourth  oflfence  than  was,  according  to  his  statement,  produced. 
It  should,  I  think,  have  been  shewn  that  the  fines  imposed  in 
the  .preceding  cases  had  been  paid  or  the  imprisonment 
^ufl'ered 

Why  the  act  required  that  previous  penalties  should  have 
been  actually  paid  or  imprisonment  suffere<l  before  the 
•additional  penalty  as  for  a  second  or  subsequent  offence  should 
be  imposed,  it  is  not  easy  to  understand.  It  certainly,  without 
•any  apparent  cause,  throws  a  difficulty  in  the  way  of  inflicting 
punishment  for  repeated  violations  of  the  law. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  in,  this  case  whether  there 
should  not  be  some  intimation  given  to  the  defendant  in  the 
summons  or  otherwise,  when  there  is  an  intention  to  proceed 
against  him  for  a  second  or  subsequent  offence,  as  would 
certainly  be  required  if  a  party  were  indicted  in  this  Court  in 
a  case  whei«  the  punishment  is  increased  for  a  second  offence ; 
and  especially  would  some  such  notice  seem  called  for  where 
the  party  had  previously  confessed  the  offence  with  which  he 
was  charged,  and  might  not  on  that  account  think  it  necessary 
to  be  present  on  the  trial. 

21* 
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Acnoar  for  trespus  involving  title  to  liuid,  the  tola  qqwtion  botween  tl»  putiM  bdnf 
M  to  the  divleion  line  that  teparated  tbeir  reepeetlTe  loll. 

Tlieverdictbefnf  for  pblnUil,  a  rale  wai  taken  oa*  under  ih»8talato  to  letHiride,  hot 

on  argument, 

Ueld,  that  the  verdict  oqght  not  to  be  diatvrbed. 

DesBarres,  J.  now,  (February  24th,  1873,)  delivered  tbe 
judgment  of  the  Ck)urt: 

This  was  an  action  brought  against  defendant  for  wrong- 
fully entering  on  plaintifTs  land,  and  cutting  down,  and  taking 
away,  and  converting  to  his  own  use,  a  quantity  of  treen 
therefrom.  The  case  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Dodd,  at 
Antiganish,  and  a  verdict  found  for  plaintiff  for  $5  damages, 
and  there  was  a  rule  taken  under  the  statute  to  set  it  aside, 
which  was  lately  argued  before  Mr.  Justice  Dodd,  Mr.  Justice 
Ritdiic,  and  myself.  We  all  took  the  same  view  of  the  case 
at  the  argument  that  we  do  now,  but  we  thought  it  p)x>per  to 
reserve  our  judgment,  that  we  might  carefully  examine  the 
evidence  and  satisfy  our  minds  whether  our  first  impressions 
were  right. 

The  plaintiff  and  defendant  are  adjoining  owners  of 
lands  included  in  what  is  called  the  Bvadshaw  Gi-ant,  which 
is  divided  into  lots,  and  has  passed  into  the  hands  of  different 
persons.  The  plaintiff  claims  the  land  in  dispute  under  hb 
father's  will,  who  died  in  1868,  having  held  up  to  that  time 
under  a  deed  from  the  admini.sti'atoi*s  of  Bradahaw,  dated 
21st  Junty  1823,  and  the  sole  question  between  them  is  as  to 
the  line  of  division  or  boundary  of  the  two  lots,  the  plaintiff 
contending  that  the  true  line  is  one  running  westwardly  from 
a  stake  and  stones  at  the  north-east  corner  of  one  of  Dv^ncan 
Chisfvolm^s  lots  on  the  spot  on  which  a  maple  tree  stood,  which 
many  years  ago  was  Aiarked  as  a  corner  of  that  tot; the 
defendant  contending  that  it  is  to  run  from  the  stake  and 
stones  westwardly  to  what  is  called  Carter  a  corner  at  the 
western  end  or  rear  of  the  lots.  It  appears  from  surveys 
made  by  Loivden,  a  surveyor,  in  1871  and  1872,  that  a  line 
running  from  the  stake  and  stones  westwai^dly  on  the  proper 
course  will  not  strike  Carters  comer  but  will  strike  a  fence 
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on  the  western  side  of  the  road  which  was  built  and  npheld 
by  plaintifTs  father  for  a  period  of  upwards  of  thirty  yean 
before  his  death,  as  a  fence  standing  on  the  true  line.  In 
running  this  line  Loxvden  says  he  found  old  blazes  on  trees 
which  he  described  of  the  age  of  over  forty-five  years, 
thereby  establishing  the  important  fact  that  a  line  had  been 
run  at  that  time  corresponding  with  the  line  he  ran,  which  he 
said  was  a  good  line  for  the  grant  commencing  at  the  stake 
and  stones  pointed  out  to  b^iz^  by  Dv/ncan  Chidujlm;  that 
when  he  came  to  the  road  the  flag  was  placed  at  the  end  of  a 
log  fence  on  the  western  side  of  the  road,  and  as  long  as  the 
fence  was  straight  it  corresponded  with  his  line;  there  was  a 
clearing  on  the  west  end  of  the  log  fence ;  that  in  January  he 
ran  some  of  the  eastern  lines  of  lands  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  the  Bradshaw  lands  and  found  they  were  identified  with 
the  course  he  ran  for  the  plaintiff.  In  his  cross-examination 
he  stated  that  he  knew  Carter's  corner.  Henry  Carter  was 
on  one  side  of  the  comer  and  Johr%  McKinnon  on  the  o&tt ; 
that  some  yeai*s  before  that  he  ran  the  lines  between  them, 
but  it  had  nothing  to  do  with  plaintiff's  corner.  The  log 
fence  extended  from  fifteen  to  twenty  rods. 

Duncan  Chieholm,  another  witness,  stated  that  he  was  the 
owner  of  the  land  marked  on  the  plan  in  his  name  and  had 
resided  on  it  thirty-four  years, — purchased  it  from  John 
Siggins,  and  the  lot  to  the  north  of  it  from  James  Bradsha/w; 
that  when  he  purchased  from  Biggins,  he  (Siggins)  was  then 
residing  on  the  land,  and  Murdoch  Campbell,  the  father  of 
plaintiff,  had  the  land  to  the  north.  When  he  purchased  from 
Bi*adehaw  there  was  a  line  dividing  his  lands  from  Siggins* — 
a  well  defined  line,  which  is  the  line  by  which  the  plaintiff 
claims,  the  corner  at  the  north-east  was  then  a  maple  tree, 
shewn  to  him  by  Siggins  and  Harrington,  the  surveyor. 
Harrington  was  there  to  measure  the  lot  befoi^  him.  He 
commenced  at  the  south-east  comer,  then  marked  by  a  hem* 
lock,  and  ran  to  the  maple  at  the  north-east  comer,  then 
westerly  to  divide  the  lots  to  the  road;  there  was  then  a 
marked  line  to  divide  them.  Where  the  maple  stood  he  pttt 
a  stake  and  stones  after  the  maple  fell,  and  pointed  out  the 
stake  and  stones  to  Lowden  when  he  made  the  survey  in  1871» 
and  followed  him  in  the  survey,  which  corresponded  with 
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Harrivgtork's,  He  had  known  the  fence  on  the  western  side 
of  the  road  for  over  thirty  years  on  the  same  spot,  and  it  was 
in  a  line  with  the  surveys  of  HarrimgUm  and  Lowden,  In 
his  cross-examination  he  says  he  was  with  the  defendant 
when  he  staked  out  the  line  from  Caiier'a  comer,  bat  he  did 
not  go  near  the  old  line.  The  plaintiff  was  with  him,  and 
afterwards  they  got  a  surveyor  to  see  if  the  old  line  would  go 
to  Caiier's  comer,  but  he  did  not  go  near  the  old  line.  The 
plaintiff  was  with  him  and  th«y  afterwards  got  a  surveyor  to 
see  if  the  old  line  would  go  to  Caiier\  but  it  would  not,  and 
they  did  not  agree  on  any  thing. 

James  Orant,  another  witness,  recollected  being  on  the 
west  end  of  the  fence  with  his  father  twenty-eight  years  ago, 
when  Walter  Siggins  (who  was  then  residing  on  defendant's 
lot)  came  up  to  them.  There  had  been  a  heavy  gale  which 
had  blown  down  the  trees  and  a  fire  had  ran  through  them. 
Siggina  told  his  father  that  he  would  let  him  have  a  piece  of 
land  to  plant  potatoes  there  if  he  would  clear  it ;  that  he  and 
his  father  afterwards  went  there  to  clear  the  land,  and  8i<igins 
then  showed  them  the  line  between  himself  and  Murdoah 
Campbell,  and  told  them  to  build  a  fence  at  the  west  end  of 
and  in  a  line  with  the  fence  then  built  there  by  Murdodi 
Campbell,  as  it  would  stand  as  part  of  the  line  fence,  having 
as  much  of  it  to  build  as  Campbell  had. 

Mary  Campbell,  the  mother  of  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff 
himself,  and  other  persons,  were  also  examined  as  witnesses  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff ;  but  it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  in  the 
view  which  my  learned  brethren  and  myself  take  of  this  case, 
to  repeat  their  testimony  ;  nor  is  it  necessary  to  refer  to  the 
testimony  on  the  part  of  the  defence.  It  is  enough  to  say 
that  the  whole  of  the  evidence  on  both  sides  has  been  very 
carefully  and  fully  considered,  and  that  we  are  all  of  opinion 
that  the  verdict  in  this  case  ought  not  to  be  disturbed. 

It  was  contended  at  the  argument  by  Mr.  Henry  that 
there  was  was  evidence  of  a  conventional  line  which  ought 
to  have  been  submitted  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  by 
the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  case;  but  we  are  all  of 
opinion  that  the  evidence  produced  was  not  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  jury  in  finding  a  verdict  for  defendant  on  that 
groond,  and  that  if  such  a  verdiet  had  been  foand  it  eoold 
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not  have  been  sustained.  McDonald,  the  surveyor  who  ran 
the  line  to  which  defendant  claimS;  and  DuThcan  Chisholm, 
both  state  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  assent  to  it,  and  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  the  evidence  in  this  case  falls  short  of  what 
has  always  been  considered  essential  to  the  establishment  of 
a  conventional  line, — the  mutual  consent  of  the  parties  on 
the  ground.  The  rule  for  a  new  trial  must  therefore  be  dis- 
charged with  costs. 


DODGE   V.   THE    HALIFAX    GAS    COMPANY. 

Tin  oocopanta  of  »  tadory  and  an  adjotntnf  houte  had  the  defendanta  put  gaa  into 
both,  and  in  ordor  to  do  lo  It  was  naoanary  to  have  a  branch  pipe  from  the  companj't  main 
down  a  private  lane  leading  to  the  batldingt.  The  only  itop-coek  between  the  nuUn  and  the 
buildingi  waa  at  the  itreet  The  bnlldlnge  becominir  vacant^  the  company  removed  their 
netere,  turned  off  the  gae,  and  carafully  doeed  up  all  the  plpee.  Subeequently  plaintiff 
purchased  the  promises,  and  at  his  request  defendants  turned  on  the  gM  again.  While  the 
house  had  been  vacant  the  pipe  in  one  of  the  rooms  had  been  cut  or  wrenched  off  by  some 
unknown  person,  and  left  open,  so  that  when  the  gas  was  put  on  it  had  sooess  Into  the  building, 
and  coming  In  contact  with  a  light,  an  explosion  occurred,  dnmatping  the  buiMing,  and  for 
this  pliUntiff  brought  his  action.  The  state  of  the  pipe  was  known  four  hours  before  the 
explosion  to  ths  wife  of  tho  occupier  of  the  house.  The  defendant  company  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  fltfinga  Inside  the  buildhigs,  as  thsiy  belonged  to  the  occupier,  and  their  only  duty 
was  to  see  that  the  pipes  were  properij'  secured  when  the  meters  were  taken  away, 
and  this  thoy  had  dona.  The  learned  Judge  instructed  ths  Jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  under  Hie  evldanoe  to  recover,  but  they  found  a  vesdlet  for  him  nevertheless. 

Asid,  that  the  verdtet  should  be  set  aside. 

KiTCHiB,  E.  J.,  now,  (ICarch  10th,  1873),  delivered  the 
jadgment  of  the  Court : 

This  action  was  brought  by  John  H.  Dodge  against  the 
Halifax  Oas  Company,  for  damages  sustained  by  him  from 
an  explosion  of  gas,  which  took  place  in  a  building  belonging 
to  him,  but,  at  the  time  of  the  explosion,  in  the  possession  of 
a  tenanU 

It  appears  from  the  evidence,  that  Wm.  L.  Dodge  <fc  Co,, 
being  the  occupants  of  a  factory  and  of  the  building  in  which 
the  explosion  subsequently  occurred,  and  which  was  used  by 
them  as  an  office  in  connection  with  the  factory,  applied  to 
the  Gas  Company  to  have  gas  put  into  the  factory  and  office, 
and  a  pipe  was  accordingly  laid  from  the  company's  main 
pipe  in  Pleasant  Street  down  a  private  lane  leading  to  the 
factory,  from  which  a  btiknch  pipe  led  to  the  office,  and  thus 
gas  was  introduced  into  both  buildings. 
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The  plaintiff  was  the  brother  of  TTm.  L,  Dodge^  and  !or 
three  years,  while  the  buildings  were  so  lighted,  was  the 
foreman  of  the  firm,  and  continued  such  until  its  failure,  in 
Fd>ruary,  1871,  and  in  June  of  that  year  he  purchased  the 
property,  and  subsequently- becoming  desirous  of  having  gas 
•again  in  the  factory,  (the  office  in  the  meantime  having  been 
leased,  with  the  adjoining  house,  to  a  tenant,  Mr.  Tremain), 
he  applied  to  the  company  for  its  introduction,  and  on  the 
2nd  of  October,  1871.  it  was  introduced  from  the  main  pipe 
in  Pleasant  Street  into  the  branch  pipe  leading  to  the  factory 
in  the  same  way  as  on  the  former  occasion.  The  only  stop- 
eocic  between  the  main  pipe  and  the  buildings  in  question  was 
at  the  street,  and  the  gas  thus  introduced  passed  into  the  fiic- 
tory  and  also  into  the  building  which  had  formerly  been  used* 
as  an  office,  the  pipe  which  led  into  the  office  not  being  closed, 
it  escaped  into  that  building,  which  caused  the  explosion  com- 
plained of. 

Tlie  Gas  Company,  it  appears  from  the  evidence,  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  gas  pipes  within  buildings,  these  are 
furnished  and  put  in  by  gas-fitters  at  the  expense  of  the 
occupant,  and  for  him.  The  Gas  Company  put  a  stop-cock  on 
at  the  street;  and,  in  this  case,  the  whole  of  the  pipes  inside 
this  stop-cock  belonged  to  the  occupant  or  proprietor  of  the 
premises;  the  stop-cocks  between  the  service  pipe  and  the 
meters  belong  to  and  are  put  up  by  him,  and  half  of  the 
coupling  belongs  to  the  company  and  halt  to  him.  There 
was  originally  a  meter  in  the  faotory  and  also  one  in  the 
office. 

After  the  failure  of  Dodge  and  Company  in  Februaty, 
1871,  the  two  meters  were  removed  by  the  company,  and  the 
pipes  in  the  office  were  then  carefully  closed  by  them ;  the 
men  who  were  employed  for  that  purpose  by  the  company 
say  that  the  gas  was  turned  off,  the  meters  removed  and  the 
pipes  secured ;  that  one  of  them  uncoupled  on  the  outside  of 
the  stop-cock,  connected  the  coupling  with  the  stop-cock, 
then  tightened  the  jam  of  the  key  in  order  that  the  cock 
could  not  be  turned  by  the  hand,  and  bent  the  pipe  down  to 
the  floor  so  that  gas  could  not  afterwards  escape.  After  the 
failure  of  Dodge  and  Company,  the  fittings  had  been  sold  as 
assets  of  the  firmi  and  had  been  taken  away,  and  it  appears 
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that  at  some  tirao,  when,  or  how,  or  by  whom,  is  not  in  evi- 
dence, the  pipe  in  the  office  had  been  cut  or  wrenched  off 
fifteen  or  eighteen  inches  from  the  floor  and  left  open,  so  that, 
when  the  gas  was  allowed  to  enter  the  pipe  in  the  lane,  it 
had  access  into  the  building  through  the  open  pipe. 

The  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  told  the  jury  that, 
in  his  opinion,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled,  under  the  evi- 
dence, to  recover.   They  nevertheless  found  a  verdict  for  him. 

On  the  argument  of  the  rule  to  set  aside  this  verdict  it 
was  contended,  not  only  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  failure 
of  duty  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  defendants  to  render  them 
liable  in  this  action,  but  that  there  was  such  contributary 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  would,  on  that 
account,  preclude  him  from  a  right  to  recover. 

That  which  first  presents  itself  for  our  consideration  is, 
whether  there  has  been  any  negligence  or  derelection  of  duty 
on  the  part  of  the  Oas  Company  to  render  them  liable  in  this 
action?  It  was  the  duty  of  the  company  when  the  meter 
was  taken  away,  on  the  failure  of  Dodge  and  Company^  to 
see  that  the  pipes  were  properly  closed.  This  duty  their  ser- 
vants carefully  performed,  and  but  for  the  act  of  some  third 
person  in  cutting  or  breaking  the  pipes,  they  would  have 
remained  properly  closed.  For  that  person's  act  the  company 
can  be  in  no  way  responsible,  nor  could  the  company  have 
any  right  of  actioA  against  him,  as  the  pipe  did  not  belong  to 
nor  was  it  in  the  possession  of  the  company.  The  act  thus 
committed  was  a  trespass  against  the  owner  or  occupier  of 
the  building,  for  which  he  could  maintain  an  action,  and 
when  Uie  plaintiff  applied  for  gas  for  the  factor}*  the  company 
would  have  every  right  to  suppose  that  the  pipes  remained 
as  they  had  loft  them,  and  they  might  reasonably  infer  that 
the  plaintiff  would  occupy  the  office  in  .connection  with  the 
factory  as  Wm.  L.  Doflge  and  Company  had  done.  The 
company  having  performed  their  duty  in  closing  and  securing 
the  pipes  when  the  meters  were  taken  away,  it  became  the 
duty  of  the  proprietor  or  his  tenants  to  see  that  they  were 
kept  closed  and  to  repair  any  damage  done  to  them,  which 
might  lead  to  injury  from  the  escape  of  gas. 

It  was  urged  upon  us  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that 
gas   was  in  its  nature  so  dangerous  from  its  liability  to 
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explosion^  that  extra  care,  was  required  from  the  defendants* 
It  is  quite  true  that  caution  and  case  are  called  for  in  the  use 
of  explosive  and  dangerous  substances,  yet  all  that  is  required 
is  that  the  party  using  them  should  carefully  perform  all  the 
duties  impaled  on  him  by  law,  and  the  argument  would  have 
had  weight  here  if  the  accident  could  be  attributed  to  the 
want  of  due  care  in  closing  the  pipes,  and  if  nothing  had 
been  shown  to  have  been  done  to  them  from  the  time  they 
were  closed  tiU  the  gaa  was  again  introduced  it  might  not 
unreasonably  have  been  inferred  that  due  care  bad  not  been 
used  by  the  servants  of  the  company.  But  none  of  the 
authorities  referred  to  show  that  when  a  person  has  performed 
his  duty  with  respect  to  dangerous  or  explosive  substances, 
with  due  care  and  caution,  he  is  to  be  held  liable  for  the 
improper  act  of  a  third  person,  over  whom  he  has  no  control. 
Addison  on  Wrongs,  244,  much  relied  on,,  bears  on  the  point,, 
but,  it  appears  to  me,  not  very  favorably  to  the  plaintiff's  case. 
That  author  says :  "  Whoever  introduces  poVrder  or  explosive 
material  into  a  building  is  responsible  for  the  damage  occa- 
sioned by  it,'*  and  then  he  goes  on  to  say  on  whom  the  care 
and  caution  specially  devolve :  "  every  tenant  is  responsible 
for  not  taking  care  that  the  stop-cocks  for  regulating  the 
supply  of  gas  to  a  house  are  properly  turned,  and  if  the  stop- 
cocks are  negligently  left  open  by  the  tenant  ot  his  servants- 
when  the  gas  lights  are  burning  and  an  explosion  occurs  and 
injures  the  house,  the  tenant  will  be  responsible  for  the 
injury ;  but  if  a  thief  enters  the  house  in  the  absence  of  the 
tenant  and  cuts  or  carries  away  a  gas  .pipe,  the  tenant  is  not 
responsible  for  the  damage ;"  a  fo^'tiori  would  the  company 
not  be  responsible,  as  contended  for  in  this  case.  He  goes  on 
to  say :  *'  When  the  entry  of  the  gas  into  a  house  is  under  the 
control  of  the  occupant  of  the  house,  the  company  who  supply 
the  gas  are  not  honnd^  on  receiving  notiee  that  no  Tnore  gae 
will  be  required,  to  atop  the  BUpplyfrom  the  outeide  by  putting 
an  outer  etop-cock  or  cutting  off  the  communication  bettceen 
Ike  gaa  pipes  in  the  interior  of  the  house  and  the  main  in 
the  street!'  a  direct  authority  in  support  of  the  defendants'^ 
contention. 

Nor  does  ilfose  v.  Hastings  and  SL  Leonards  Gas  Com- 
pany^ Fbher's  Digest,  4192,  cited  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiflT: 
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support  his  view.  There  the  defendants  were  held  liable  for 
damage  occasioned  by  defects  in  (heir  own  mains  and  pipes, 
which  they  knew  of  or,  from  the-evidence  afforded  by  the  smell 
of  gas,  they  ought  to  have  been  aware  of  by  proper  inspection » 
but  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  lead  to  the  conclu.sion  that 
any  such  liability  was  imposed  on  them  with  reference  to  the 
pipes  within  the  building  belonging  to  the  owner,  and  the 
inference  is  the  other  way;  but  Holden  v.  Liverpool  New  Oas 
and  Coke  Company,  3  C.  B.,  1.,  cited  by  the  defendant's 
counsel,  seems  to  me  to  have  a  direct  hearing  on  all  the 
questions- involved  in  the  case  before  us;  gas  there  found  ita 
way  into  the  house  in  a  similar  manner,  the  cause  of  the 
accident  was  the  same,  and  the  question  as  to  the  respective 
duties  of  the  tenant.and  the  Qas  Company  in  the  protection 
of  tho  bouse  by  keeping  the  gas  pipes  closed,  came  under 
consideration  : — The  Qas  Company  had  for  some  time  supplied 
gas  to  a  house  belonging  to  plaintiff,  the  only  means  of  shut-* 
ting  it  off  being  by  a  stop-cock  within  the  house,  the  key  of 
which  was  kept  by  the  occupant,  the  last  tenant  on  quitting 
gave  notice  to  the  company  that  he  should  not  require  any 
further  supply,  and  one  of  the  workmen  at  his  request  removed 
a  chandelier  from  one  of  the  rooms,  leaving  the  end  of  the 
pipe  .properly  seciired  ;  the  internal  fittings  were  the  property 
of  plaintiff,  while  the  house  remained  untenanted  the  gas  by 
some  unexplained  means  escaped  and  an  explosion  took  place» 
by  which  the  house  was  considerably  damaged.  On  examin- 
ation of  the  premises  after  the  -explosion,  it  appeared  that  the 
gas  was  turned  on,  and  that  the  intt^mal  supply  pipes  had 
been  torn  or  cut  off  from  the  meter  and  carried  away.  There 
was  no  evidence  to  show  how  this  occurred,  but  it  was  assumed 
to  have  been  done  by  some  person  who  had  feloniously  entered 
the  house  after  the  last  tenant  had  quitted  it  On  case 
against  the  company  alleging  a  breach  of  duty  on  their  part 
in  not  taking  proper  Tneans  to  prevent  the  influx  of  gas  in 
the  hovae,  the  Judge  directed  a  non-suit :  it  was  contended 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  company  upon  the  receipt  of  a 
notice  from  the  tenant  that  he  no  longer  required  gas,  to  take 
effective  means  to  prevent  its  entering  the  hovset  and  the  argu- 
ment of  counsel  was  identical  with  that  offered  to  us,  that  the 
defendant  had  no  right,  by  the  unatkthorized  introduction  ot 
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the  gas  into  plaintiff's  house,  to  impose  upon  him  the  exerd.^ 
of  any  degree  of  care,  and  as  for  the  purposes  of  prevention 
it  was  essential  there  should  be  a  stop-eock  outside  the  house, 
they  were  bound  by  law  to  provide  it.  The  learned  Judge 
considered  that  no  such  duty  was  cast  on  the  defendant,  but 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  landlord,  or  of  the  outgoing  tenant 
who  had  the  means  of  controlling  the  influx  of  gas  by  the 
internal  stop-cock,  to  see  that  it  was  turned  off.  "  I  have 
always,"  observed  the  learned  Judge,  "  understood  it  to  be  a 
principle  applicable  to  actions  for  negligence,  that  there  should 
be  no  negligence  or  want  of  reasonable  caution  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff.  In  this  case  the  tenant  of  the  house  must,  for 
this  purpose,  be  identified  with  the  plaintiff,  who  must  be 
responsible  for  not  taking  care  that  the  stop-cock  inside  was 
properly  turned."  The  Court  concurred  in  the  view  taken  by 
the  learned  Judge,  and  refused  to  disturb  the  non-suit.  I 
have  been  led  to  refer  the  more  at  length  to  this  case  on 
account  of  its  close  resemblance  in  all  its  particulars  to  that 
before  us,  and  it  is  an  authority  which,  it  appiears  to  me,  must 
govern  us  in  our  decision.  Even  adopting  the  view  of  the 
•plaintiff  as  regards  a  dereliction  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  it  can  hardly  be  contended,  I  think,  that  there 
has  not  been  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff or  his  tenant, — and  it  is  immaterial  to  the  defendant 
which  of  them, — which  would  debar  htm  from  recovering. 
The  pipes  had  been  cut  or  broken  off  when  under  the  care  of 
one  or  other  of  them,  or,  as  in  the  case  just  referred  to,  by 
some  trespasser  when  the  house  was  vacant  The  state  of  the 
pipes  was  known  before  the  accident,  to  Mt8.  Tvemain,  the 
wife  of  the  tenant,  who  himself  was  absent  On  the  day  6t 
the  accident,  four  hours  before  it  occurred,  she  perceived  a 
strong  smell  of  gas  from  this  room  which  was  unoccupied  and 
closed,  and  before  she  entered  she  knew  that  gas  proceeded 
from  the  closet  where  the  meter  had  been,  yet,  she  and  the 
plaintiff  open  the  room  and  bring  the  escaped  gas  in  contact 
with  the  light  in  the  hall,  which  adjoins  it,  and  an  explosion 
ensues.  Can  it  be  said  that  there  has  not  been  want  of  due 
care  on  the  part  of  the  proprietor  or  occupant  of  the  house, 
which  contribute'd  to  the  misfortune  ?    I  concur  in  the  view 
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taken  by  the  learned  Judge  at  tbo  trial,  and  am  of  opinion 
that  the  evidence  did  not  justify  a  verdict  for  the  plaintff, 
and  that  it  should  be  set  aside. 
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DmRDART  wai  agent  for  Uw  ownan  of  a  Teaael,  and  aetlng  at  aach  had  her  Inaarad  with 
pblntlAi  in  Uie  aam  of  $800.  On  the  Teaaol  being  lott  the  plalntifli  paid  hfm  the  full  anuranV 
and  then  aubeequentfj  dlaooverod  that  the  polU^  had  been  rold  on  Uie  ground  of  orar- 
inauranoe,  the  vetMl  being  ralued  at  94,000  only,  while  the  waa  inaorad  in  two  other  eompaalei 
for  iO,€00  prior  to  being  Insarad  with  phitntUb,  of  which  ftet  they  bad  no  knowledge  wh«i 
thqr  inenred  her.  When  this  beeame  known  to  them  Uiey  aoosht  to  reoover  back  the  amomil 
paM  defendant.  The  defendant  had  not  been  aware  of  the  over>lnanranoe,  and  bad  acted  la 
perfect  gnod'faith.  Soon  after  raoelpt  of  the  money,  and  before  notice  from  plalntUB^  he  had 
aoeoanted  with  his  prindpala  for  ihe  full  amount  In  a  aettlomcnt  between  them. 

field,  that  the^defendant  ooold  not  be  compelled  to  refond  the  amoant. 

DesBarres,  J.,  now,  (March  10th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows: 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  back  the  sum  of 
$800  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant,  in  whose  name 
some  insurance  was  effected  for  that  amount  on  the  schooner 
Edith,  owned  by  8.  D.  Spencer  and  Edwin  Afefzler,  the  son 
of  defendant.  The  ground  on  which  the  plaintiffs  seek  to 
recover  is  that  the  money  was  paid  by  them  by  mistake  or  in 
ignorance  of  the  facts,  or  rather  on  the  ground  that  prior 
insurances  were  effected  on  the  vessel  in  excess  of  her  value, 
the  effect  of  which  was  to  make  the  insurance  by  them 
voidable.  In  the  written  application  to  the  plaintiff's  for 
insurance,  the  vessel  was  valued  at  $4,000,  but  it  appears 
from  th^  evidence  given  on  the  trial  that  she  was  insured  in 
the  New  Evglavd  insurance  office  for  $8,000,  and  in  the 
Avon  Insurance  Company'$  office  for  $3,200,  and  lastly  by 
the  plaintiffs  for  $800,  on  the  application  of  the  defendant, 
(who  acted  as  agent  of  the  owners)  on  a  voyage  at  and  from 
St  Oeorge%  K.  B.,  to  Kingfion,  Jamaica,  and  at  and  from 
thence  to  Boston.  In  the  policy  a  clause  was  inserted  to  the 
effect "  that  if  the  assured  shall  have  made  any  other  insurance 
upon  the  vessel  prior  to  its  date,  then  the  insurance  company 
shall  be  answerable  only  for  so  much  as  the  amount  of  such 
prior  insurance  may  be  deficient  towards  fully  covering  tha 
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premises  assured/'  The  vessel  having  been  insured  for  $2,200 
over  and  above  the  sum  at  which  she  was  valued,  exclusive 
of  the  sum  for  which  she  was  insured  by  the  plaintiffs,  the 
latter  contended  they  were  for  that  reason  exonerated  from 
allliability  under  the  policy  of  insurance  efiected  by  them  for 
the  defendant.  Whether  the  plaintiffs,  in  paying  over  the 
amount  claimed  under  the  policy,  acted  by  mistake,  misappre- 
hension of  the  facts,  or  through  carelessness,  is  not  very  clear, 
but  it  i9  in  evidence  that  on  the  2Gth  December,  1866,  they 
paid  over  to  the  defendant  the  sura  of  SSOO  as  and  for  a  total 
loss  under  that  policy,  which  sum  they  are,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  entitled  to  recover  back  from  the 
defendant  unless  he  can  shew  that  before  notice  of  their 
claim  or  demand  made  upon  him  by  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  back 
this  amount  he  had  paid  it  over  to  his  principals,  or  in  a 
settlement  made  with  them,  appropriated  it,  with  their 
consent,  to  the  payment  of  his  own  claim  against  them  for 
monies  advanced  for  supplies  for  the  schooner  Edith.  The 
cause  was  heard  before  my  brother  Mr.  Justice  Wilkins,  and 
the  jury,  seven  to  nine,  in  answer  to  questions  submitted  by 
the  learned  Judge,  found  the  facts  set  forth  in  his  report, 
which  I  have  carefully  read,  and  on  such  facts  it  was  agreed 
by  the  counsel  on  both  sides  that  the  facts  as  found  by  the 
jury  should  be  submitted  to  the  Court,  with  powers  to  decide 
the  questions  of  law  applicable  to  the  case,  and  to  order  all 
references  or  facts  besides  those  found  by  the  jury  necessary 
t'O  the  final  adjustment  of  the  cause.  There  being  no  fraud 
imputed  ,to  the  defendant,  the  main  question  for  our 
consideration  is  whether  the  defendant,  as  agent  of  the  owners 
of  the  vessel,  did  actually  and  in  good  faith  pay  over  to  them, 
or  by  their  direction  and  consent  apply  in  payment  and 
discharge  of  his  own  claim  against  them  the  money  So  received 
from  the  plaintiffs  on  the  policy  before  any  notice  or  demand 
wa^niade  upon  him  by  the  plaintiffs  to  return  it.  If  though 
not  paid  over  to  the  principals,  the  money,  on  an  adjustment 
made  with  the  principals,  was  by  their  consent  and  direction 
honestly  applied  by  defendant  to  the  discharge  of  his  own 
claim  against  and  place<l  to  the  credit  of  his  principals,  before 
any  notice  or  demand  was  made  by  plaintiffs  to  pay  it  back, 
then  I  think  tdie  plaintiffs    remedy  must  be  against  the 
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principals  and  not  against  the  defendant,  who  being  a  mere 
agent  and  having  no  iuterest  in  the  vessel,  was  bound  to  pay 
over  the  money  he  received  or  appropriate  it  as  they  directed 
as  soon  as  it  came  to  his  hands.  See  Holland  v.  RuaaeU^ 
1  B.  &  S.,  424,  decided  in  Q.  B.  in  1861,  and  broaght  on 
appeal  before  the  Exchequer  Chamber  and  affirmed ; 
4  R  &  S.,  14,  EarUf  C.  J.,  in  delivering  judgment  in  the 
latter  Court,  says:  '*This  is  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  back  £200  paiti  to  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff  as 
underwriter  on  a  policy  of  marine  insurance.  The  defendant, 
s^rho  received  this  money  from  the  plaintiff,  received  it  as  agent 
for  a  foreign  principal.  The  pbintifi  knew  that,  and  paid  him 
in  that  capacity,  with  the  intention  that  he  should  pay  it  over 
to  that  principal,  and  he  did  so ;  and  all  the  money  thus 
received  has  been  accounted  for  in  a  settlement  of  account 
approved  by  the  foreign  principal  under  circumstances  which 
clearly  amount  to  payment  of  that  sum  to  him.  The 
defendant  having  therefore  been  altogether  an  agent  in  the 
matter,  is  there  anything  which  takes  him  out  of  the  ordinary 
protection  to  which  an  agent  is  entitled  who  pays  money  to 
his  principal  before  he  received  notice  not  to  pay  it,  and 
before  he  knew  that  there  was  no  legal  duty  on  him  to  do  so  ? 
There  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  deprive  the  defendant  of  the 
right  of  an  ordinary  agent  so  to  protect  himself."  At  the 
conclusion  of  his  judgment  His  Lordship  said:  "The  policy 
was  a  voidable  policy,  but  still  the  defendant  in  demanding 
payment  of  it,  did  his  duty  to  his  principal,  and  as  it  was 
voidable,  only  had  a  right  to  act  on  it  as  if  it  were  a  valid 
policy,  and  take  the  money  which  when  received  he  had  a 
right  to  bring  into  account  between  himself  and  his  principal. 
If  he  had  known  that  the  insurer  intended  to  dispute  his 
right  to  receive  the  money  on  the  policy,  and  hastened  to  pay 
it  over  to  his  principal  in  order  to  avoid  that  claim,  or  did 
anything  else  to  show  that  the  money  was  not  paid  over  by 
him  in  the  full  belief  of  the  validity  of  the  transaction,  it 
would  have  been  a  fraudulent  act" 

The  evidence  given  by  the  defendant  at  the  trial  as  to  the 
payment  and  appropriation  of  the  money  received  by  him 
from  the  plaintiff  being  somewhat  contused  and  unsatisfactory, 
we,  in  exereiM  of  the  power  given  to  us  tor  the  purpose 
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appointed  a  Master  of  this  Court  to  take  further  evidence  on 
thin  point,  who  reports  as  follows:  "I  find  that  Messrs. 
Edward  Albro  Jt  Co.,  on  the  9th  September,  1864,  furnished 
to  the  defendant  for  schooner  Edith  goods  to  the  amount  of 
8154.04,  and  on  the  9th  February,  18G5,  he  gave  his  note  at 
four  months,  with  $2.32  additional,  being  $156.36»  which  note 
was  paid  by  him  at  maturity.  I  also  find  that  John  Stairs 
supplied  goods  for  the  Edith  to  the  extent  of  $261.83,  for 
which  sum  defendant  gave  his  note  on  the  21st  August,  1865, 
payable,  as  appears  by  the  exhibit  annexed,  at  four  jnonths, 
and  paid  the  same  at  maturity.  I  also  find  that  at  or  about 
the  last  mentioned  date  the  defendant  paid  the  master  of  the 
Edith  811.26,  making  a  total  on  such  three  payments  of 
£107  7s.  3d.,  or  8^29. 4<5.  I  find  that  on  the  28th  day  of 
February,  18G7,  a  settlement  of  accounts  took  place  between 
the  defendant  and  his  son  Edwin  Metzler,  and  that  at  that 
time  the  sum  of  £92.12  was  credited  by  defendant  to  his  said 
son,  as  appears  by  the  memorandum  of  such  settlement  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  said  Edwin  Metzler,  but  no  entry  appeara 
to  have  been  made  of  it  in  the  defendant's  books  before  the 
Ist  of  August,  1867.  There  can,  I  think,  be  no  doubt  from 
the  facts  reported  by  the  master  and  the  vouchers  accompany- 
ing his  report,  that  the  owners  of  the  schooner  Edith  were 
justly  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  the  sum  of  £107.  7s.  3d. 
for  monies  paid  and  advanced  by  him  to  Albro  &  Go,  and  Mr, 
Stairs  (long  before  the  receipt  of  the  insumnce  on  the  Edith) 
for  goods  respectively  supplied  by  these  persons  for  that 
vessel,  nor  is  there  any  reason  to  doubt  that  the  sum  of 
£92  12s.  9d.  was  justly  due  to  the  defendant  by  his  son 
Edwin  for  advances  made  to  him  as  part  owner  of  the  vessel. 
There  is  also  no  reason  to  doubt  that  on  the  9th  day  of 
January,  1867..  Spencer  and  Edwin  Metzler  both  met  at  the 
house  of  defendant  either  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  their 
accounts  with  him  or  for  appropriating  the  sum  of  $800 
i-eceived  by  defendant  from  the  plaintifis  under  the  policy  of 
insurance  on  the  Edith,  and  that  they  on  that  occasion  agreed 
to  pay  to  defendant,  or  rather  agreed  that  defendant  should 
retain  in  his  hands  out  of  the  money  so  received  from  plaintifis, 
a  sum  sufficient  to  pay  and  satisfy  his  own  bill  against  the 
vessel  and  owners,  amounting,  as  it  appears,  to  £107  7.s.  3d., 
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and  pay  over  to  Edwin  Metder  £92  12s.  9cl.,  the  balance  left 
of  that  money.  It  also  manifestly  appears  that  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying;  out  this  arrangement  an  order  was  drawn  by 
Samuel  D.  Speneefi\  with  the  assent  of  Edwin  Metzlei\  upon- 
the  defendant,  dated  on  the  same  day  of  such  meeting  (Jan. 
9th,  1867),  at  the  foot  of  which  order  is  a  minute  shewing 
that  the  sum  received  by  defendant  for  insurance  was  meant 
thus  to  be  applied. 

Such  being  the  facts,  the  question  arises  whether  the  appro- 
priation so  intended  was  actually  carried  out  and  whether  the 
owners  of  the  vessel  were  thenceforth  discharged  from  the 
payment  of  the  debt  so  due  to  defendant  for  moneys  previ- 
ously advanced  for  them,  and,  also,  whether  the  money  due  by 
the  son  to  the  defendant  was  retained  by  the  latter  out  of  tho 
sum  received  by  him  from  plaintifis,  with  the  consent  of  the 
son,  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  such  indebtedness. 
If  so  paid  and  so  retained  it  would,  I  think,  be  hard  to  com* 
pel  the  defendant  to  refund.  It  appears  from  the  report  of 
the  master  that  a  settlement  of  accounts  took  place  between 
the  defendant  and  his  son  Edwin  on  the  28th  January,  1867; 
and  that  at  that  time  the  sum  of  £92  12s.  9d.  was  credited  by 
defendant  to  his  son,  as  appears*  by  a  memorandum  of  sudi 
settlement  in  tho  handwriting  of  the  son.  That  settlement 
was  made  and  the  sum  credited  a  short  time  after  the  order  by 
Spencei*  was  drawn  on  defendant,  by  which  the  latter  was 
directed  to  pay  his  son  the  balance  remaining  in  his  hands 
after  retaining  for  his  own  bill  £107  7s.  3.,  and  therefore  the 
i*etention  of  tb^Ct  balance,  with  the  consent  of  the  son,  must, 
I  think,  be  regarded  as  a  bona  fide  payment  made  by  the 
defendant.  There  is,  it  is  true,  no  entry  in  the  defendant's 
book  of  any  credit  given  to  the  owners  of  the  vessel  for  this 
last  mentioned  sum,  but  there  is  the  order  drawn  upon  defend- 
ant by  Spencer,  one  of  the  owners,  with  the  consent  of  Edwin 
Metder,  the  other  owner  of  the  vessel,  only  a  few  days  after 
the  defendant  received  the  amount  insui-ed  upon  her,  author- 
izing defendant  to  retain  his  own  bill  out  of  it,  and,  whether 
ci'edited  or  omitted,  to  be  credited  in  defendant's  books,  it 
was  nevertheless  a  payment  made  by  the  owners  of  the  vessel 
to  the  defendant,  such  as,  it  appears  to  me,  would  preclude 
him  from  afterwards  recovering  the  amount  from  the  ownerSi 
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and  the  defendant  having  exprewily  sworn  that  both  payments 
were  made  seven  months  before  any  notice  was  given  to,  or 
any  demand  made  upon  him,  to  return  the  money,  I  think 
the  defendant,  under  all  the  circumstances,  is  not  now  bound 
to  refund  it,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 


RENNER   17.    HALIFAX   STEAMBOAT    COMPANY. 

I>  an  Mtlon  acalnst  difendutifor  dunifw  a  verdld  wm  foand  for  plalntlfli,  and  iiibit- 
qumitljr  dafoodanti  H>pli«d  for  a  new  trial  on  Ibe  groand  of  new  and  impoitani  trtdenot 
having  boon  diacovered  which  waa  unknown  to  tham  at  the  trial,  and  which,  thdr  agwt  la  hii 
aflMavit  vtatad,  waa  tuch  aa  be  baltoirod  would  cntMa  tham  to  a  vordkt. 

H«M,  that  a  now  trial  ooght  to  be  gimntad  on  the  daiandanta  iMjiag  the  ooita  of  tha  ffnl 
triaL 

DesBarrbs,  J.,  now,  (March  10th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows: 

This  was  an  action  against  defendants  for  preventing  and 
obstructing  the  light  and  air  from  entering  through  the  win- 
dows of  plaintiff's  dwelling  by  the  erection  of  a  building  and 
wall  near  the  windows,  for  which  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for 
plaintiff  for  $50  dama^res.  A  rule  niai  for  a  new  trial  was 
granted  on  the  ground  of  the  discovery  of  new  and  important 
evidence  for  the  defendants,  which  was  unknown  to  them  at 
the  trial,  evidence  which  their  agent,  McKevzie,  in  his  af&- 
davit,  states  is  such  as  he  believes  will  entitle  the  defendants 
to  a  verdict  in  this  cause. 

The  case  of  Broadkead  v.  Mai^sluiU  2  Wm.  Black.,  955,  was 
cited  at  the  argument  by  Mr.  Rigby,  in  support  of  the  rule, 
in  which  the  discovery  of  new  evidence  by  the  attorney  of 
the  defendants,  an  execution  which  was  in  the  actual  custody 
of  the  attorney  himself,  though  not  known  by  him  to  be,  was 
held  to  be  a  goo<l  ground  for  a  new  trial.  ThwrtM  v.  Beaur 
tnoTif,  1  Bing.,  339,  cited  by  Htnrg,  Q.  C,  in  opposinfir 
this  rule,  was  an  action  against  an  insurance  company  to 
recover  a  loss  by  fire,  the  defence  being  that  the  plaintiff  him- 
self had  wilfully  set  fire  to  the  premises.  The  Court,  on 
affidavits  disclosing  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  insurance 
company,  and  showing  that  the  defendants  did  not  attain  a 
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knowledge  of  it  till  after  the  trial,  granted  a  new  trial  on 
payment  of  costH.  Again  in  Barge  v.  Calloway y  7  Price,  677» 
a  new  trial  in  ejectident  was  grant^^d  where  a  verdict  had 
been  found  for  defendant,  where  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
had  since  the  trial  discovered  that  they  had  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  a  material  fact  (the  marriage  of  their  ancestor) 
which  they  failed  to  prove  at  the  trial  in  consequence  of 
mistaking  the  christian  name  of  the  person  to  whom  the 
ancestor  had  been  married.  But  the  Court  would  only  do 
so  on  the  terms  of  the  costs  of  the  former  trial  and  the  appli- 
cation for  the  new  trial  being  first  paid.  The  want  of 
knowledge  at  the  trial  of  the  evidence  discovered  after,  and 
the  eondueive  character  and  mfficie^icy  of  that  evidence  to 
entitle  the  party  making  the  application  to  a  verdict  in  hia 
favor  are  grounds  on  which  the  Court  will  generally  grant  a 
neto  trial. 

Now  in  this  case  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  affidavits  made 
by  Jordan  and  Morris  are  such  as  to  warrant  the  belief  that 
if  they  had  been  proved  at  the  trial  the  verdict  would  have 
been  the  other  way,  and,  therefore,  it  appears  to  me,  that  this 
is  a  case  in  which  a  new  trial  ought  to  be  granted,  in  order 
that  justice  may  be  done  between  the  parties,' but  it  must  be 
on  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  former  trial. 


CORNELIUS  V.  BURTON, 


DcnsTDART  made  a  AistrtM  upon  pUdnUif  for  rant  lawfully  doe,  bvt  did  oot  ffiw  him 
Aeflre  dayi'  notloe  ol  the  tale  of  the  go*idt  diftiilned  preeeribed  by  ttatote. 
Meld,  That  he  wm  a  tratpoeeer  ok  initio  and  liable  in  damaffea. 

WiLKiNS,  J.,  now,  (March  10th,  1873,)  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court : 

The  question  which  underlies  our  deliberations  in  this 
case  is, — was  the  English  statute,  11  Geo.  IL,  ch.  19,  in  respect 
of  those  clauses  which  refer  to  irregularities  in  observance  of 
statutable  requisitions  subsequent  to  a  distress  and  to  exces- 
sive distress,  in  force  in  this  Province  when  the  transaction 
occurred  which  gave  rise  to  the  action  7  I  am  of  opinion  that 

it  was  not    It  would  be  difficult  to  hold  that  a  Colonial 
22* 


838  CORNELIUS   v.   BURTON. 

Legislature  legislating  in  a  matter  that  had  been  the  aubjeci 
of  Imperial  legislation,  and  expressly  enacting  some  of  the 
statutes  then  existing  which  had  been  enacted  by  the  EngliA 
Legislature,  but  not  enacting  other  statutes  in  the  very  same 
matter,  had  not  enacted  these  last  because  it  considered  them 
so  plainly  applicable  to  the  circumstances  of  the  colony  that 
its  Supreme  Court  would  thi^refore  recognize  their,  binding 
obligation  and  judicially  declare  them  to  .be  in  force.  It  is 
obvious  that  such  a  principle  might  be  carried  to  a  dangerous 
length  and  introduce  mischievous  uncertainty  in  the  law.  A 
directly  opposite  presumption  might  be  fairly  considered  to 
exist.  But  however  that  may  be,  it  would  be  impossible,  I 
think,  to  say  that  where  Colonial  Legislature  showed  unmis- 
takeably  that  in  framing  an  enactment  the  legislature  have 
had  before  its  mind  and  as  its  model,  a  particular  Imperial 
act,  from  which  it  had  selected  for  enactment  certain  clauses, 
while  there  Were  others  in  the  same  statute  which  it  had  not 
enacted,  these  clauses  last  referred  to  had  thereafter  the  force 
of  law  in  the  colony.  It  will  be  seen  that  this  state  of  facts 
distinguishes  our  legislature  in  relation  to  the  subject  matter 
of  our  enquiry.  In  1768  Nova  Scotia  first  Instated  in  the 
matter  of  enabling  the  sale  of  goods  distrained  for  rent.  It 
is  certain  that  this  was  done  in  view  of  the  imperial  acts  then 
in  force  in  England,  viz.,  William  and  Mary,  Session  1,  ch.  5  ^ 
8  Anne,  ch.  14,  and  the  11  Geo.  IL,  ch.  19,  We  find  that  the 
first  four  sections  of  our  old  statute,  8  Oeo.  Ill,,  ch.  4,  are 
transcripts  of  the  acts  of  WHHaia  and  Mary,  the  5th,  6th,  7th, 
8th,  9th  and  10th  sections  are  taken  from  the  8th  of  Anne^ 
ch.  14,  as  is  also  substantially  the  18th  section,-  whereas  the 
11th  and  12th  sections  are  not  found  in  either  of  those  two 
last  mentioned  Erhglish  statutes,  but  are  copied  from  the  8th 
and  9th  sections  of  the  11  Oeorge  II.,  ch.  19.  It  is  observable 
also  that  while  legblature  deemed  it  expedient  to  enact  in 
terms  in  section  12  of  our  act,  the  first  part  of  section  9  of 
the  act  of  George  IL,  which  requires  that  the  tenant  shall 
have  notice  of  the  place  where  the  distress  is  depositod»  it 
omitted  to  enact  the  remaining  part  of  that  secti<»i  although 
it  is  very  important  and  entirely  applicable  to  our  eolonial 
condition,  but  enacted  no  othef  of  its  proviaions.  It  must 
therefore  be  taken  •to  have  said  that  the  remainiDg  iaetiom» 
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including  of  course  those  that  toned  down  the  seventy  of  the 
former  law,  which  made  trespassers  ab  initio,  those  who,  after 
legally  making  a  distress  for  rent,  were  guilty  of  any  subse- 
quent irregularity  in  relation  to  it,  were  inapplicable  to  the 
circumstances  and  condition  of  this  colon}^  and  therefore  not 
proper  to  be  in  force  in  it.    This  necessarily  implied  view  of 
legislative  opinion  has  been  thrice  manifested  in  this  Province, 
viz.,  first  when  the  old  statute    of  17G8  was  passed,  and 
secondly  and  thirdly  when  the  two  consecutive  series  of  the 
Revised  StcUuiea  were  enacted.     Our  present  law,  chap.  145 
Revieed  Statutes  contains  no  provision  that  was  not  in  the 
statute  of  1768.    Such   then  being   the  statute  law  which 
governs  the  case  before  us,  it  follows  that  this  defendant 
having  entered  on  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff  to  distrain  for 
rent  confessedly  due  though  it  was,  and  having  sold   the 
goods  of  plaintiff  distrained  on  without  having  given  the 
notice  required  by  the  statute,  was  a  trespasser  in.  his  first  act 
and  in  every  subsequent  act  of  his  proceedings.    In  ComyrCs 
Digest,  Tres.  2,  two  acts  are  stated  that  make  a  man  a 
trespasser,  a&  initio.    If  a  purveyor  who  takes  my  cattle  for 
the  king^s  honor,  sells  them.    If  a  man  has  authority  given  by 
statute  and  does  not  pursue  or  abuses  his  power,  as  if  a  man 
having  authority  by  statute,  S  William  and  Mary,  to  sell  a 
dibtraint  for  rent,  if  it  be  not  replevied  within  five  days  after 
notice,  he  sells  it  without  notice  given.    Some  of  the  plaintiff's 
goods  were  sold  and  converted  into  money  by  the  defendant's 
authority,  and  for  his  benefit.    The  defendant's  illegal  acts 
have  imposed  on  the  plaintiff  the  difficulty  (which  a  jury  must 
solve)  of  deciding  on  the  value  of  the  goods  so  taken  and 
sold.    The  defendant  being  such  trespasser  it  was  competent 
to  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  trespass  for  entering  on  his  posses- 
sion of  the  shop  and  barricading  his  entrance,  and  to  maintain 
trespass  or  trover  for  seizing  and  selling  the  goods.    The  facts 
in  view  of  the  law,  if  I  have  correctly  stated  it,  render 
unavailable  any  plea  of  justification  set  up.  by  the  pleadings. 
To  the  count  in  trover  a  special  plea  asserts  a  legal  statutable 
taking  and  distraining.     That,  met  by  a  replication  that  the 
distress  was  made  without  any  notice  being  given  of  the 
^iiatress.    Here  is  an  issue  which,  under  the  reported  facts* 
naat  aeoessarily  be  found  for  the  plaintiff.    If  indeed  the 
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clauses  in  question  of  the  //  George  11.^  chap.  19»  were  in 
forco  in  this  province,  I  should  be  prepared  to  hold  that  if  no 
notice  at  all  of  the  fact  of  a  distress  being  made  was  given  to 
the  tenant,  there  would  be  no  valid  distress.  This  I  assert 
after  having  carefully  considered  all  that  WoodfaU  has 
written  on  the  subject,  and  after  a  diligent  review  of  the 
leading  cases  to  which  he  refers,  I  allude  particularly  to  Trent 
V.  Hunt,  9  Exch.,  14 ;  Liu>a8  v.  Tarieton,  3  H.  &  N.  116,  and 
Wihon  v.  JSigliiingcUe,  8  C.  B.,  1034,  in  all  of  which  cases 
there  was  notice  to  the  tenant,  in  fact  though  it  was  insuf- 
ficient in  law.  the  language  of  the  statute  is,  where  any  goods 
are  distrained,  &c.,  and  the  tenant  or  owner  shall  not,  within 
five  days  next  after  the  distress  taken,  and  notice  thereof,  &c. 
A  tenant  in  arrears  for  rent  may  be  fairly  presumed  to  know 
(the  law  presumes  that  he  knows  that  the  rent  is  due,  and 
how  much,  and  that  his  goods  are  liable  to  distreas,)  but 
snvely  it  would  be  a  violent  legal  presumption  that  ha  knows, 
when  no  notice  at  all  has  been  given  of  the  fact,  of  a  distress 
having  been  made  on  his  property. 

In  England,  unlike  the  state  of  law  existing  here,  selling 
before  expiration  of  the  five  days  would  be  a  mere  irregularity 
and  a  plaintiff  suing  in  case  founded  on  it,  proving  no 
damage,  could  not  recover  even  nominal  damages.  In  Eng- 
land,  too,  when  the  rent  is  really  due,  and  the  diatress  there- 
fore lawful,  tix)ver  could  not  be  maintained  if  the  landlord 
sold  within  the  five  davs,  becaus<5  defendant  would  be  deemed 
in  possession,  from  the  fact  of  the  distress.  Rogers  v.  Parker^ 
18  C.  B.,  111.  Aliter  in  this  province,  from  the  combined 
effect  of  the  provisions  in  question  of  11  George  IL  not  being 
in  force,  and  of  the  rule  in  the  Six  Carpenters'  case.  Here  it 
is  impossible  to  regard  the  not  gi/ing  any  notice  and  the 
omitting  to  make  an  appraisement  after  a  distress,  though  for 
rent  really  due,  as  a  mere  subsequent  irregularity.  In  that 
light,  however,  this  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  the 
extent  to  which  the  plaintiff  might  have  been  prejudiced  by 
those  irregularities  was  stated  by  the  learned  Judge  who 
tried  the  cause  as  a  principle  by  which  the  jury  ought  to 
regulate  their  estimate  of  the  damage  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff.  That  was  put  to  the  jury  by  the^ learned  Judge  in 
contrast  too  with  this  observation  whidi  immediately  followed, 
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viz.,  but  no  evidence  had  been  given  by  the  plaintiff  that  any 
of  his  goods  had  been  sacrificed  by  a  sale,  or  sold  for  less  than 
their  real  value.  It  is  quite  possible  that  if  the  ease  go  to 
another  jury  no  larger  amount  of  damages  may  be  given,  but 
I  think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  his  case  reconsidered 
in  the  light  of  an  instruction  from  the  Bench,  that  in  the  eye 
of  the  law  the  defendant  was  a  wrong-doer  in  making  the 
distress,  and  in  all  his  subsequent  proceedings  in  relation  to 
it.  An  opinion  has  generally  prevailed,  and. I  incline  to  think 
it  has  been  acted  on  in  practice  in  this  Court,  that  the  pro- 
visions in  question  of  the  11  George  IL  were  in  force  in  this 
province,  and  that  the  learned  Judge  should  have  been  under 
that  impression  at  the  trial  was  most  natural.  In  that  view  his 
direction  was  unimpeachable,  but  after  the  questions  wei'e 
tried  out  and  that  general  impression  found  to  be  erroneous, 
it  would  not  be  right  to  tell  a  jury  in  buch  a  case  as  this  that 
justice  wculd  be  vindicated  by  a  verdict  for  nominal  damages. 
The  fire  that  supervened  on  the  transactions,  and  the  death 
of  the  bailiff  were  unfoi*tunate  events,  and  events  that  have 
excluded  much  light  that  otherwise  would  have  been  shed 
over  the  case,  but  if  either  party  is  to  suffer  from  these  it 
should  be  that  party  who  acted  illegally  in  entering  the 
premises  of  the  other  and  interfering  with  his  prpperty 
deposited  themn.  By  m^ans  of  an  examination  of  Mcniteith 
alone  could  it  have  been  disclosed  that  specific  goods  of  the 
plaintifi  were  sold  or  appropriated  by  him  so  as  to  realize 
therefrom  that  amount  (whatever  it  was)  that  the  bailiff  paid 
over  to  the  defendant,  and  whether  in  respect  of  such  soiling 
or  appropriation  there  was  or  was  not,  on  the  part  of  Montcith, 
an  unnecessary  sacrifice  relatively  to  value,  or  a  spoliation  of 
the  plaintiff's  property,  the  plaintifi  in  the  nature  of  things 
could  give  no  proof  that  would  remove  the  doubt  that  hangs 
over  this  matter,  but  if  he  had  received  the  notice  which  the 
statute  requires  he  might  have  taken  steps  that  Would  have 
prevented  a  necessity  for  adducing  such  evidence. 

The  mla  for  a  new  trial  should,  I  think,  be  made  absolute. 
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In  the  Matter  of  CHARLES  PTKE,  an  Insolvent. 

C.  p.  obtained  a  piano  from  P.  &  8.  on  btrci  with  tb«  privllega  of  purduolng  It  for  1360, 
by  payiny  certain  Initalments  within  a  certain  time.  Among  other  oondltiona  of  a  writtm 
agreement  entered  into  by  C.  P.  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  piano  were,  that  It  ehonld  remain 
the  property  of  P.  ft  S.  until  fully  paid  for,  thai  in  default  of  any  imrtalment  they  might 
resume  poweetion  without  previous  demand,  and  thai  C  P.  diould  pay  intopest  upon  the  par- 
chase  money  at  7  per  cent.  C.  P.  paid  only  two  Instalments  amounting  to  |150,  and  then 
became  insolvent.  On  P.  ft  S.  claiming  the  piano  they  were  oppoeed  by  B.  L.,  a  creditor  of 
C.  P.,  who' claimed  under  an  aasignment  made  toliim  by  C.  P.  as  seeority  for  his  debt,  and 
received  by  him  without  any  knowtedge  of  the  agreement  with  P.  ft  8.  This  assignment  was 
MgriW^enil  vsgMevsdt  The  Judge  In  Insolvency  decided  agaioit  the  claim  of.  P.  ft  fi.  upon 
the  grounds,— that  the  agreement  with  them  was  void  for  usury,  interest  at  7  per  cent,  being 
provided  for ;  that  bavinj?  left  the  piano  In  C.  P's  poseeMion  after  the  time  for  his  paying  for 
it  had  expired,  they  could  not' set  up  their  elaim  against  a  bana/tis  purdiaser,  and  that  their 
agreement  should  have  been  filed  and  registered.    On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Ckrart» 

n§ldt  That  the  Usury  statute  did  not  apply  at  all,  as  it  was  not  the  oasa  of  a  loan  bat  a 
conditional  sale ;  that  the  claim  of  P.  ft  S.  was  not  prejudioed  by  their  not  liaving  taken  hack 
the  piano  as  soon  as  the  time  waa  up ;  thai  C.  P's  agreement  with  them  not  being  in  the 
nature  of  a  bill  of  sale  did  not  require  to  be  registered,  and  that  P.  ft  8.  ahould  have  the  piano 
on  paying  to  H.  L.  tbo  amount  they  had  received  on  its  aooonnt  fttmi  0.  P. 

When  obtaining  the  rule  nin  from  the  Judge  In  Insolven<7  P.  ft  8<  did  not  prodooe  the 
original  agreement  of  C.  P*b  with  them. 

Heldf  That  they  were  not  thereby  predoded  tnm  produeing  it  at  the  argument  of  the 
rule  or  accounting  for  itf  non-prodacUon. 

Ritchie,  J.,  now,  (Maixh,  1873,)  delivered  judgment  as 
follows : 

At  the  time  of  the  insolvency  of  Pyke,  he  had  in  his 
possession  a  piano-forte,  for  whic)x  a  claim  was  made  by 
Messrs.  Peiler,  Sichd  <fc  Co,,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  their 
property,  and  was  held  by  the  insolvent  under  the  following 
agreement  in  writing,  signed  by  him,  bearing  date  the  6th 
Feh^uuiry,  1872  :  "**  Received  from  Peilei\  Sickel  d:  Co.,  on  7th 
Octol)€r,  piano  by  Harries,  No.  11706,  on  hire  for  six  months, 
at  eight  dollars  per  month,  payable  in  advance,  the  said  piano- 
forte being  valued  at  $350,  which  sum  I  agree  to  pay  in  the 
event  of  the  said  instrument  being  injured,  'destroyed,  or  not 
being  returned  to  Peiler,  Sichel  &  Co.  on  demand,  free  of 
expense,  in  good  order,  reasonable  wear  excepted  j  it  is  agreed 
that  I  may  purchase  the  said  piano-forte  for  the  sum  of  8350, 
payable,  $60  cash  and  $60  or  $75  per  quarter,  with  interest, 
$7.70 ;  but  until  the  whole  of  said  purchase  money  be  paid 
the  said  piano-foite  shall  remain  the  property  of  Peiler^  Sichd 
Jk  Co.,  on  hire  by  me,  and  in  default  of  the  punctual  payment 
of  any  instalment  of  the  said  purchase  money,  or  of  the  said 
monthly  rental  in  advance,  Peiler,  Sidiel  A  Co.  may  resume 
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poesession  of  ihe  said  piano-forte  without  any  previous 
demand,  although  a  part  of  the  purchase  money  may  have 
been  paid,  or  a  note  or  notes  given  by  me  on  account  thereof, 
this  agreement  for  sale  being  conditional,  and  pntictual  pay- 
ment being  essential  to  it ;  but,  in  th^  event  of  the  said  piano- 
forte being  so  returned  to  them  in  good  order,  any  sum 
received  on  account  of  the  purchase  money  beyond  the  amount 
due  for  interest,  and  any  expenses  incurred  in  reference  to 
the  said  instrument  will  be  returned.** 

It  appears  that  Pyke,  having  received  the  piano-fortei 
agreed  to  purchase  it  on  the  terms  above  mentioned,  and  paid 
$60  on  account,  and  at  or  after  the  expiration  of  three  months 
paid  S90  additional,  since  then  no  payment  has  been  made. 

This  claim  of  Messrs.  Peiler,  Sichd  Jk  Co,  was  met  by  a 
counter  cl|iim  of  Henry  Lawaon,  Esq.,  who  asserted  a  right  to 
the  piano-forte  under  an  assignment  made  to  him  by  Pyke  as 
a  security  for  a  debt,  and  received  by  him  without  any  know- 
ledge of  the  agreement  referred  to,  and  in  the  belief  that  the 
piano  wa9  the  property  of  Pyke,  this  assignment  was  duly 
filed  and  registered.  On  the  claim  of  Messrs.  Peiler,  Sichd  A 
Co.  coming  before  the  Judge  of  Probate  and  Insolvency,  he 
made  an  order  that  the  instrument  should  be  delivered  to 
them  upon  their  paying  the  amount  received  from  the  insolvent 
on  account  thereof,  after  deducting  the  amount  due  for  rent 
and  expenses,  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  unless 
cause  to  the  contrary  should  be  shewn  before  him,  and  he 
directed  that  copies  of  the  rule  ni%i  should  be  served  on  the 
assignee  or  guardian  of  the  estate,  the  attorney  of  the  insolvent, 
and  the  attorney  of  Mr.  Lavsaon.  On  the  argument  of  this 
rule  it  was  contended  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Lawaan  that  the 
oiiginal  agreement  had  not  been  produced  to  the  Judge  when 
the  rule  w^as  obtained,  nor  was  the  absence  of  it  accounted  for. 
That  the  agreement  was  void  under  our  statut-e  ajs^ainst  usury. 
Seven  per  cent  having  .been  agreed  to  be  paid.  That  the 
insolvent  having  made  payments  upon  the  piano-forte — and 
six  months  having  expired  and  Messrs.  PeiUr,  Sichd  Jk  Co. 
having  left  it  in  his  possession,  they  could  not  set  up  their 
daim  against  a  bona  fide  purchaser  from  Pyke,  &c,  &c. ;  it  was 
also  contended  that  the  agreement  with  them  should  have 
been  filed  and  registered  under  Cap.  119  of  the  Reviaed 
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Statutes.  The  Judge  of  Probate  and  Inflolvency,  having 
decided  against  Messrs.  Peiler,  Sichel  JtCo.  on  all  the  grounds^ 
and  that  the  property  in  the  instrument  passed  to  Mr,  Laxcson 
under  his  bill  of  sale,  decided  that  their  application  should  be 
dismissed  with  costs. 

From  this  decree  there  was  an  appeal  to  this  Court  which 
was  argued  during  the  last  tenxK 

Though  the  original  agreement  between  Messrs.  PeiUr, 
Sichd  Jb  C<k  and  Pylce  was  not  produced  when  the  rule  nisi 
was  granted,  the  aiBdavit  on  which  it  was  obtained  stated  the 
existence  of  it,  and  had  annexed  what  was  alleged,  and  was 
not  denied  to  be  a  true  and  correct  copy  of  it,  as  entere<l  into 
and  signed  by  Pyke,  and  on  the  argument  it  appears  that 
when  the  objection  was  taken  their  attorney  requested  the 
Judge  to  allow  him  to  produce  the -original  document  or 
account  for  its  existence,  which  the  Judge  refused,  on  the 
ground  that  no  such  evidence  ooukl  be  adduced  after  the  rulo 
nisi  had  been  taken  out 

In  ordinary  cases,  on  the  ailment  of  rules  nisi,  the  party 
obtaining  them  is  precluded  for  relying  on  any  evidence  not 
offered  and  referred  to  in  the  rule,  but  in  this  case  the  parties 
have  stated,  under  oath,  facts  which,  in  their  view,  ratitle 
them  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  it  was  open  to  the  other 
side  to  contest  the  validity  of  the  agreement,  or  deny  its 
existence,  and  to  call  for  its  production,  but  to  hold  that 
because  it  was  not  produced  in  the  first  instance  it  could  not 
be  produced  at  the  hearing  when  the  question  to  whom  the 
piano-forte  belonged  came  before  the  Court,  would  be  sacri- 
ficing substance  to  form  and  working  a  manifest  injustice. 

Our  statute  in  relation  to  usury  does  not,  in  my  opinion, 
apply  to  this  case,  there  has  not  been  a  loan  here,  and  for 
usury  to  attach  there  must  be  a  loan.  See  Holt,  K,  260; 
Flayer  v.  Edwards,  1  Cowp.,  112,  is  like  the  case  before  u& 
There  it  was  contended  that  though  a  loan  is  necessary  to 
constitute  a  usurious  contract,  yet  on  a  sale,  the  instant  the 
limited  credit  is  expired,  from  that  moment,  if  the  money 
remains  unpaid,  the  condition  of  the  parties  is  changed,  for 
the  buyer  becomes  a  borrower  and  the  seller  a  lender,  and 
that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  creation  of  a  loan  thai 
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money  should  be  paid  on  the  one  hand  and  received  on  the 
other;  for  the  money  remaining  in  anothers  hands  in  conse- 
quence of  an  agreement  for  that  purpose,  will  -equally 
constitute  a  loan ;  bat  Lord  Mansfield  held  that  the  contract 
was  not  usurious,  as  the  sale  was  bona  fide  and  not  a 
borrowing,  under-color  of  a  sale.  And  Lord  EUenhoroxigh  in 
Barclay  v.  Walmaly,  4  East.,  56,  said  that  to  constitute  usury 
there  must  either  be  a  direct  loan  and  a  taking  of  more  than 
legal  interest  for  the  forbearance  of  repayment,  or  there 
must  be  some  device  contrived  for  the  purpose  of  concealing 
or  evading  the  appearance  of  a  loan,  when  in  truth  it  was 
such,  and  the  operation  of  our  statute  on  the  subject  is  in 
terms  confined  to  the  case  of  loans,  as  was  the  Engliah 
statutes,  from  which  it  was  derived.  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J., 
in  Beete  v.  Bidgood,  7  B.  &  C,  453,  adopts  the  same  view  of 
the  case.  The  important  point  involved  in  this  case,  however, 
is  whether  the  agreement  between  the  parties  is  to  be  con- 
sidered simply  as  a  hire  of  the  piano-forte  to  Pyke  until  he 
had  fulfilled  all  the  conditions  specified  to  entitle  him  to 
become  a  purchaser,  or  as  an  actual  sale  to  him  after  a  pay- 
ment had  been  made  under  the  clause  entitling  him  to 
purchase. 

Assu^ning,  as  we  must  do  in  this  case,  that  the  document 
now  before  the  Court  constitutes  the  real  ho}ia  fide  agreement 
between  the  parties  and  if  we  shall  arrive  at  the  conclusion 
that  it  does  not  require  to  be  registered  to  give  it  efficiency, 
JUr,  Lati)Bon*8  only  ground  of  objection  could  be  that,  as 
possession  of  personal  property  is  2>^"i^>i«  fixcie  evidence  of 
title,  a  vendor  might,  by  such  a  contract,  collude  with  the 
vendee  and  enable  him  to  impose  on  innocent  parties,  and  if 
that  were  shewn  to  be  the  case  the  vendor  would  not  be 
allowed  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong,  but  when 
such  an  agreement  was  entered  into  in  good  *  faith  the 
creditor  of  the  vendee  is  in  no  worse  position  than  if  the 
article  had  been  leased  in  the  ordinary  way,  Pyke  himself 
could  not  have  a  title  asserted  adversely  in  the  piano-forte 
til  Ihe  had  paid  for  it  in  full,  and  he  had  no  authority  to  sell» 
all  that  he  could  dispose  of  was  his  interest  under  the  agree- 
ment. 
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OUbert  v.  Thomaon  reported  in  a  note  to  S  Oray,  R.^  545, 
though  only  a  nin  priua  decision  is  in  all  essential  particulars 
identical  with  this  oase.  It  was  replevin  for  a  piano-forte,  of 
which  the  plaintiff  made  a  conditional  sale  to  Oalvsher,  the 
terms  being  that  until  the  full  price,  S280  should  be  paid,  the 
title  should  not  rest  in  OaliMheTf  but  plaintifl  should  continue 
owner,  having  a  right  to  take  possession,  and  remove  it  if 
the  stipulated  price  should  not  be  paid,  and,  in  that  event 
Oalusher  was  to  pay  a  stipulated  rent  The  instrument  was 
delivered  under  this  agreement  and  the  plaintiff  afterwards 
demanded  payment  of  the  price  and  received  $45  on  account, 
and  had  since  demanded  the  balance,  without  success.  Shortly 
after  the  agreement  Oalvsher  mortgaged  the  piano  to  Knight 
to  secure  a  debt  of  $150,  and  the  mortgage  was  duly  recorded; 
subsequently,  KnigJd  purchased  it  and  sold  it  to  the  defendant 
The  Court  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  and 
in  the  principal  case  Goggle  et  al.  v.  Hartford  and  New  Haven 
R.  R.  Company,  Bigdow,  J.  said  :  It  has  long  been  a  settled 
rotle  of  law  with  us  that  a  sale  and  delivery  of  goods  on 
ondition  that  the  property  is  not  to  pass  until  the  purchase 
Bflney  is  paid  and  secured,  does  not  pass  the  title  to  the 
vendee,  and  the  vendor,  in  case  the  condition  is  not  fulfilled, 
lifl0  a  right  to  possess  himself  of  the  goods  both  against  the 
vosdee  or  his  creditors  claiming  to  hold  them  under*  attach- 
ment S&  in  Smith*8  Mer.  Law,  482,  even  when  goods  are 
actually  delivered  to  the  vendee,  the  delivery  may  be  on  a 
condition,  a  breach  of  which^  revests  the  property  in  the 
vendor  and  entitles  him  to  recover  back  the  goods  in  trover. 

It  only  remains  to  be  considered  whether  bur  act  relating 
to  the  registering  of  bills  of  sale  applies  to  such  a  case  as  this, 
to  arrive  at  such  a  conclusion  we  must  hold  the  document  in 
question  to  be  a  bill  of  sale  from  Pyke  to  Peiler,  Sichd  Jk  Co., 
whereby  the  property  was  conveyed  to  them,  while  the  posses-* 
sion  was  held  by  Pyke,  the  vendor,  for  that  is  the  class  of 
conveyances  requiring  reputation  under  our  act,  which,  in  this 
respect,  is  a  transcript  of  the  Englieh  act ;  to  come  to  this 
conclusion  we  must  consider  Pyite  the  purchaser  frqm  the  time 
he  made  a  payment  on  account  of  the  purchase  apd  gave  the 
agreement  or  mortgage,  back  to  the  seller  to  secure  th^  price. 
b  is  only  neeeasary  to  revert  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
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to  see  how  foreign  this  was  from  the  real  and  expressed 
intention  of  the  party  ;  the  docament  is  not  in  its  terms  a  bill 
of  sale,  and  did  not  pass  the  property  to  Pyke,  and  it  expressly 
stated  that  it  should  not  do  so.  In  A  Uaop  v.  Day,  7  H.  &  N.,  402, 
Pollock,C  B.,  referring  to  a  case  where  the  necessity  of  register- 
ing an  instrument  came  in  question,  said :  ''  we  cannot  extend 
the  provisions  of  the  act  merely  because  a  particular  contract, 
or  instrument,  is  within  the  mischief  intended  to  be  remedied, 
if  there  is  any  enactment  which  ought  to  be  construed  strictly 
it  is  a  clause  which  declars  that  one  thing  shall  mean  another.*' 
Chan7iel,B.,  **  my  judgment  proceeds  on  the  principle  that  the 
document  is  not  a  bill  of  sale  ;"  •  and  Wylde,  B.,  "  I  am  disposed 
to  adopt  the  interpretation  that  a  bill  of  sale  means  an  instru- 
ment by  which  the  property  passes." 

In  my  opinion  the  agreement  in  the  case  before  us  does 
not  come  within  the  terms  of  the  said  act  or  its  spirit,  and  is 
not  even  within  the  mischief  which  it  was  intended  to  remedy. 
I  am  therefore  forced  to  the  conclusion  that  the  decree  of  the 
Judge  of  Probate  and  Insolvency  must  be  reversed,  and  that 
the  piano-forte  should  be  held  to  be  the  property  of  Messra. 
P€ilei\  Sichel  A  Co ,  and  that  it  be  delivered  up  to  them  on 
their  paying  to  Henry  Lawdon,  Esq,,  to  whom  it  was  assigned 
by  Pyke,  the  sum  of  $150,  which  they  received  from  Pyke.  I 
think  tha.t  there  should  be  no  deduction  as  the  point  was 
new,  and  Mr.  Lawson  having  had  the  judgnient  of  the  C!ourt 
below  in  his  favor,  each  party  should  bear  his  own  costs. 


DUNN  V.  MILLER. 


A  1IORTOA0U,  In  the  aUenoa  of  any  tspreH  corenMit  or  ttlpalatlon  to  the  oontnrx,  !■ 
CDiltlad  to  enter  upon  and  take  poaMsalen  of  the  tanda  and  ptemiiea  conTejred  tn  tho  aieri- 
faira  at  any  time,  although,  aa  an  aInKwt  Invariable  rule  In  thia  eountry,  the  iDOit|ri«or  ^emaiw 
In  poMendon  until  default  In  fuMtaneat  of  the  eoodltlooa  of  the  mortgage. 

DesBabres,  J.,  now,  (March  10th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass,  gu.  d.  fre.^  against 
the  defendant  for  entering  upon  and  taking  possession  of  land 
to  which  the  plaintiff  claims  title  under  a  deed  executed  to 
him  by  Qtorgt  Milter  and  wife,  dated  29th  November,  18C0» 
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the  grantors  having  previously  thereto,  on  the  14th  March, 
1837,' executed  a  mortgage  of  the  same  land  to  one  Thoma$ 
Sutfier,  who  by  deed  of  assignment  dated  6th  January,  1869, 
assigned  and  transferred  the  mortgage  to  one  George  Hamilton, 
under  whose  authority  the  defendant  entered  and  did  the 
acts  complained  of  by  the  plaintifF.  The  case  was  tried,  or 
partly  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  RUcliie  at  Windeor  in  Septem- 
ber last,  and  seeing  that  it  rested  altogether  on  a  question  of 
law,  it  was  withdrawn  from  the  jury  and  mutually  agreed 
between  the  parties  that  a  verdict  should  be  taken  for  the 
plaintifiF,  subject  to  the  opinon  of  the  Court,  for  $35,  and 
judgment  entered  thereon  ;  in  the  event  of  the  Court  deciding 
that  on  the  proofs  and  admissions  made  in  the  cause  he  was 
legally  entitled  to  recover  thereon,  otherwise  the  judgment 
should  be  for  defendant.  The  facts  admitted  are  such  as  I 
have  already  stated,  with  the  addition  of  the  following,  that 
an  action  of  ejectment  was  brought  by  plaintiff  against  Oeorge 
MUler  in  1865  for  the  same  land  in  which  judgment  was 
recovered  by  the  plaintiff,  and  an  entry  made  thereon,  after 
such  judgment,  of  which  there  was  a  record.  The  sole  question 
therefore  for  the  consideration  of  the  Qourt  is,  whether  the 
defendant,  acting  under  the  authority  of  the  mortgagee,  was 
in  law  justified,  under  the  facts  proved  and  admitted,  in 
entering  upon  and  taking  possession  of  the  land  mortgaged, 
without  any  demand  upon«  process  against,  or  notice  to 
plaintiff.;  or  whether  he  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  trespasser  and 
held  responsible. as  such  for  his  acts,  which  are  not  pretended 
to  be  denied.  I  am  not  aware  that  the  question  raised  here 
has  ever  been  brought  before  and  decided  in  this  Court, 
though  it  appears  to  be  a  question  well  settled  in  England 
and  in  the  United  Sta^tes,  and  'one  which,  looking  at  the 
important  interests  involved  in  it^  ought  also  to  be  settled 
here. 

In  1  Waahbume  on  Real  Property,  at  page  95,  he  says 
what  is  well  known  to  every  lawyer :  "  That  by  the  common 
law  a  mortgagee  in  fee  of  land,  is  considered  as  absolutely 
entitled  to  the  *  estate  which  he  may  devise  or  transmit  by 
descent  to  his  heirs.  He  takes  it  subjoct  to  its  being  defeated 
by  the  grantors  doing  some  act  such  as  the  payment  of  ihoney 
in  a  prescribed  time  and  manner,  and  often  subject  to  the 
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right  of  the  gi'antor  to  occupy  the  land  till  he*  fails  to  perform 
the  condition  of  his  deed."  At  page  100  he  says:  ''In 
IHas9fidiu8ettB,  Maine^  and'  New  Hampshire,  it  has  been 
repeatedly  held  that  as  between  the  mortgagor  and  mort- 
gagee the  legal  fraehold  passes  by  the  deed  of  the  former  to 
the  latter,  and  that  unless  restricted  by  the  terms  of  the  deed, 
the  mortgagee  may  enter  at,  on  or  upon  the  premises,  nor 
would  he  be  liable  on  trespass  to  the  mortgagor  for  making 
such  entry  or  exercising  any  ordinary  acts  of  ownership  upon 
the  premises."  At  page  109  he  says  the  common  law  right 
in  a  mortgagee  to  enter  and  take  possession  of  the  premises 
at  any  time  is  restricted  altogether  in  some  States  by  statute. 
In  others,  as  in  Vermont  and  Wisconein,  a  mortgagor  has 
a  right  by  statute  to  retain  poHsession  until  condition  is 
broken,  unless  there  is  a  clause  inserted  in  the  deed  giving  a 
right  of  entry.  In  other  States  named  a  mortagor  has  a  right 
to  the  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises  unless  provision  is 
otherwise  made  in  the  mortgage  deed.  At  page  1 10  he  observes 
that  these  rights  and  liabilities  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee 
in  respect  of  taking  and  holding  possession  extend  to  their 
respective  assignees.  It  seems  then  that  the  common  law 
right  in  a  mortgagee  to  enter  and  take  possession  of  the 
premises  does  not  prevail  in  all  the  States  of  the  Union, 
though  it  does  prevail  in  JUassadiusetts,  Maivs  and  New 
Hampeliire,  as  has  been  already  remarked.  There  is  no 
evidence  to  show  that  the  mortgage  from  Miller  to  Sviher 
was  made  subject  to  the  right  of  the  mortgagor  to  occupy  the 
land  till  he  failed  to  perform  the  condition  therein,  and 
therefore  it  is  contended  that  the  assignee  of  the  mortgage 
had  a  legal  right  at  any  time  to  enter  upon  and  take  posses- 
sion  of  the  land.  This  right,  though  it  may  exist,  has  rarely 
if  ever  been  exercised  by  mortgagees  in  this  Province,  and  in 
the  great  majority  of  cases  the  mortgagors,  without  making 
any  express  provision  in  the  mortgage  deeds  for  that  purpose, 
have  occupied  the  land  till  failure  of  payment  of  the  money 
has  been  made ;  but  on*  considering  this  case  I  need  not  say 
that  we  can  only  look  to  the  legal  rights  of  the  parties  and 
not  any  usage  as  to  the  oc^upany  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
that  may  hitherto  have  existed  as  between  Mortgagor  and 
Mortgagee^  ander  a  misapprehension  of  the  law.    The  principle 


860  DUNN   t;.   MILLER. 

laid  down  in  Waskburn  as  prevailing  in  the  three  last- 
mentioned  States  of  the  Union  as  to  the  mortgagees  right  to 
enter  the  mortgaged  premises,  is  supported  by  English 
authorities,  one  of  which  is  the  case  of  Doe  dem.  of  Roby  v. 
Maiaey,  8  B  &  C,  767,  in  which  Lord  Tenterden  says :  "  The 
mortgagor  is  not  in  the  situation  of  a  tenant  at  will,  or  at  all 
events  he  is  not  more  than  tenant  at  sufferance,  but  in  a 
peculiar  character  liable  to  be  treated  as  tenant  or  as  trespasser, 
at  the  option  of  the  mortgagee."  See  also  Fisher,  5932,  and  the 
cases  therein  cited,  as  sustaining  the  principle  laid  down  in 
this  sase.  The  case  of  Lackey  v.  Holbrooke  11  Metcalfe,  458, 
is  a  very  strong  case  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  fully 
sustains  the  principle  laid  down  in  Doe  dem.  Roby  v.  Maisey. 
That  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering 
plaintifl's  dwelling-house  and  carrying  away  his  goods,  in 
which  it  was  proved  that  in  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff  ana 
his  family,  defendant  Holbrouk  entered  the  house  occupied  by 
plaintiff,  of  which  he  had  a  warranty  deed,  dated  before  such 
entry,  by  opening  the  outer  door,  and  that  the  other  defend- 
ant being  a  deputy  sheriff,  and  having  a  writ  against  plaintiff 
in  favor  of  Holbrook,  attached  the  plaintiff  goods  mentioned 
in  the  writ,  by  direction  of  Holhrook,  The  defendant  gave 
in  evidence  a  mortgage  deed  of  the  house  made  by  plaintiff  to 
him  of  the  same  date  as  the  deed  to  plaintiff.  The  condition 
of  the  mortgage  did  not  appear  to  have  been  broken,  but  it 
contained  no  provision  that  the  mortgagor  (the  plaintiff)  was 
to  remain  in  possession,  and  it  was  contended,  as  in  the  present 
case,  that  the  defendant,  under  the  mortgage  deed,  had 
therefore  a  right  to  enter  at  any  time,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  maintain  the  action  against  him  or  against  the  other 
defendant,  who  acted  under  him.  The  Judge  at  the  trial 
ruled  that  the  mortgage  deed  gave  Holbrook  no  right  to  enter 
without  previously  giving  the  plaintiff  notice  to  quit,  and 
that  the  action  might  be  maintained ;  exceptions  were  taken 
to  the  Judge's  ruling  and  the  case  having  been  brought  under 
review  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Masaachuaetta,  the  judgment 
of  that  tlourt  was,  that  a  mortgagee  had  a  right  to  immediate* 
poaseenon  of  the  mortgaged  premises  when  there  was  no 
agreeoiont  that  the  mortgagor  should  retain  the  possession 
until  bciach  of  the  .condition  of  "the  mortgage.    The  learned 
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Jadge  who  delivered  the  judgment  remarked  that  the  doctrine 
then  expressed  was  so  well  established  by  repeated  decisions 
of  that  Court,  it  had  now  become  incorporated  in  the  statute 
law  of  the  commonwealth.  It  was  true,  he  said,  that  by  the 
entry  an  opportunity  was  a£Forded  to  the  officer  to  serve  a 
legal  process  and  make  an  attachment  of  the  goods  of  the 
plaintiff,  but  that  did  not  afiect  the  main  question,  namely, 
the  right  of  HoCbrook  to  enter  upon  the  premises,  he  holding 
a  mortgage  of  the  same,  adding  that  this  right  of  entry  as 
moitagee  might  be  exercised  without  notice  to  quit  being 
previously  given.  See  Miner  v.  Stevens,  et  aZ.,  1  Gushing, 
484 ;  Keech  v.  Hall,  1  Doug.  22.  The  cases  bearing  upon  the 
subject  shew  that  the  right  of  the  mortgagee  to  enter  upon 
and  take  possession  of  tlie  mortgaged  premises  when  there  was 
no  express  stipulation  or  agreement  to  the  contrary,  though  it 
may  not  be  in  practice,  nor  have  been  exercised  here,  is,  never- 
theless, a  right  too  well  established  as  well  by  English  as 
ATnerican  authorities  to  be  disputed.  This  doctrine  was  not 
in  fact  controverted  by  Mr.  Weeka,  counsel  for  plaintiff,  at 
the  argument,  who,  while  admitting  the  right  of  entry  of  the 
assignee  of  the  mortgage,  mainly  contended  he  had  no  right 
to  lease  the  mortgaged  premises  to  the  defendant,  and  that 
viewing  the  latter  as  a  lessee,  his  entry  as  such  was  unlawful, 
and  being  unlawful  he  was  necessarily  to  be  regarded  as  a 
trespasser.  The  case  of  Hungerford  v.  Clay,  9  Mod.,  1, 
referred  to  in  Hill  on  Mortgages,  at  page  176,  decides  that 
before  foreclosure  a  mortgagee  cannot  lease* to  bind  the 
mortgagor  unless  from  necessity  and  to  avoid  an  apparent 
loss.  This  point  would  have  demanded  our  attention  had 
there  been  any  evidence  before  us  to  shew  that  the  defendant 
entered  the  premises  .in .the  character  of  a  lessee,  but  the 
evidence  is  that  he  entered  by  the  authority  of  Hamilton,  the 
assignee  of  the  mortgage,  an  entry  which  is  therefore  to  be 
looked  upon  in  the  same  light  as  a  personal  entry  by  the 
assignee  himself,  so  that  the  objection  assuming  it  to  be  good 
18  not  one  that  can  prevail. 

I  am  of  opinion,  on  consideration  of  the  subject,  and  upon 
the  evidence  before  us,  that  Hamilton,  the  assignee  of  the 
mortgage,  standing  in  the  same  character  and  holding  the 
same  position  as  the  mortgagee  before  assignment,  had  a  legal 
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right  to  enter  upon  the  mortgaged  premises,  (there  being  no 
clause  or  stipulation  in  the  mortgage  restricting  that  right,) 
and  that  having  authorized  the  defendant  to  make  the  entry 
for  him,  the  latter  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  trespasser,  and 
consequently  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover.  The 
judgment  of  the  ^Jourt,  under  the  agreement  entered  unto 
between  the  parties  Ought,  in  the  view  I  take  of  this  case,  to 
be  entered  for  defendant,  with  costs. 

It  is  possible  that  had  the  entry  of  the  defendant  been 
accomplished  by  violence  or  accompanied  with  destruction  of 
the  property,  a  different  rule  might  -have  prevailed,  but  the 
actN  complained  of  appear  to  have  been  nothing  mors  than 
were  necessary  for  taking  a  crop  off  the  land  which,  by  the 
agreement,  the  defendant  was  to  have,  abstaining  from  any 
further  trespass  or  medling  with  fences  until  judgment 
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TliAintrr  Mied  oa  a  promiMOiy  note  for  |7ft.t5,  mm!  dtfondani  jplMdad  Um  mnal  pleat. 
dtRjtnf  the  maUnsr,  eomfaleratloii,  fte.  Plaintiff  a|ipll«l  at  Chamban  to  hare  the  ptoaa  ••! 
■a  telaa,  triviloot  and  vaxatloaa,  and  In  oppoalag  his  motloB  dcfaadaBt  prodnoad  an  aAdaTlt  to 
which  he  admitted  IndeUadncai  to  the  amount  of  S«.72,  hat  no  Bora,  and  alkfed  tiwfc  hia  pteai 
«aa  not  pleaded  for  purpoae  of  delay,  but  that  JnatSea  might  ha  dona.  The  Judge  at  Chamber* 
Mt  the  pleaa  aalde,  and  defendant  appealed. 

Held,  That  hia  appeal  vottld  be  austalned  provided  the  Hin  «M  paid  Into  Ooort  within 
tondaji.    Otherwiae  Plaintiff  riMNiM  retain  hie  Jndgmentb 

DoDD,  J.,  HOW,  (March,  1873,)  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  as  follows : 

This  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  at  Chambers  made  by 
Mr.  Justice  McCtdly,  setting  aside  the  pleas  in  the  cause  upon 
the  grounds  that  they  were  false,  frivilous.  and  vexatious 
The  action  was  on  a  promisjory  note  made  by  the  defendant, 
dated  7th  September,  1871,  payable  to  the  plaintiff  or  order, 
for  $79.25,  one  month  after  date.  The  common  counts  were 
also  included  in  phuntifl's  writ  The  defendant  pleaded  first, 
that  there  never  was  any  value  or  consideration  for  making 
the  note ;  secondly ,that  the  note  was  nftde  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  the  plaintiff,  &c.,  and  that  the  same  was  not  stamped 
according  to  law ;  thirdly,  that  the  propecL  stamps  were  not 
affixed  to  the  said  note  at  the  proper,  time  and  by  the  proper 
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pBTson^  fourthly^  that  he  never  made  the  note;  fifthly,  plea 
to  the  common  counts  that  he  never  was  indebted.  Upon  the 
aflMavit  of  the  plaintiff  and  Tltomas  Lunnan,  the  Chief  Justice 
granted  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  pleas  as  false,  frivilous  and 
vexatious,  and  pleaded  solely  for  delay,  &c.,  unless  cause  to 
the  contrary  was  shewn  before  a  Judge  at  Chambers  on 
Tuesday,  the  24th  September,  following.  The  plaintiflP  in  his 
affidavit  shewed  that  the  defendant  came  to  him  with  Thomas 
Xttnnan, .  and  of  hisx  own  freewill  and  without  solicitation, 
agreed  to  sign  and  did  Sign  the  note  for  the  debt  due  by 
him  to  deponent ;  that  the  defendant  was  and  still  is  fully 
and  truly  indebted  to  deponent  in  the  sum  claimed  in  this 
suit  That  the  d«bt  was  first  incurred  by  defendant  purchas- 
ing from  plaintiff  lumber  and  building  materials,  and  that 
after  sendii^  the  said  Thomas  Ltinnan  several  times  to 
defendant  to  collect  the  said  debt,  they  together  came  to 
plaintiff,  and  defendant  gave  the  said  note,  as  before  stated. 
That  defendant  never  disputed  his  liability  for  the  said  note, 
and  never  gave  plaintiff  a  note  for  his,  the  plaintiff's  accom- 
modation. That  the  stamps  were  affixed  to  the  note  when 
the  note  was  given.  The  affidavit  of  Ihomaa  Lunnan  states 
that,  under  the  directions  of  the  plaintiff  he  applied  several 
times  to  the  defendant  for  payment  of  the  debt  for  which  the 
note  sued  on  herein  was  given,  and  that  the  defendant  on 
«very  such  occasion  admitte<l  his  indebtedness,  and  appointed 
several  periods  at  which  he  could  pay  the  amount.  That 
having  violated  all  his  promises  in  that  i^espect,  finally  pro- 
posed to  give  a  note  for  the  amount,  apd  deponent  accompanied 
the  defendant  to  plaintiff's  house  where  he  gave  the  note  sued 
on  for  the  said  debt.  That  after  the  note  was  dishonored* 
deponent  called  several  times  on  the  defendant,  and  that  upon 
(our  or  five  occasions  he  promised  to  pay  the  note  in  a  few 
days.  The  defendant,  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  produced 
an  affidavit^made  by  himself,  in  which  he  states  that  the  last 
account  received  by  him  from  the  plaintiff,  and  the  last  busi- 
ness transaction  he  had  with  him,  is  included  in  the  account 
annexed  to  his  affilavit,  and  that  the  sum  at  the  bottom  of 
tud  account  written  $42.72,  was  the  only  sum  then  due  by  him 
to  the  said  plaintiff,  and  that  he  had  not  purchased  any 

articles  from  the  plaintiff  since  the  last  article  mentioned  in 
23* 
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said  account,  and  that  neither  the  plaintiff  or  Utomas  Lunnan 
have -ever  made  a  demand  on  him  for  any  other  sum  than  the 
said  $42.72  since  the  said  last^roentioned  charge.  That  his 
pleaded  were  not  false,  frivolous  and  vexatious,  nor  are  thejr 
pleaded  for  the  purpose  of  delay,  but  in  order  that  justice 
might  be  done  to  him. 

It  is  unnecessarv  to  refer  further  to  the  affidavit  of  the 
defendant,  as  what  I  have  referred  ta  appears  to  me  sufficient 
to  justify  a  trial  of  the  cause  >  one  of  the  grounds  of  his 
appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Judge  at  Chambers  is,  that 
the  defendant  does  not  owe  the  sum  claimed,  nor  any  sum 
under  the  writ  and  particulars  and  yet  in  bis  affidavit  he 
admits  he  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $42.72.  I 
therefore  think  that  sum  should  be  paid  into  Court  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  the  cause  should  then  proceed  to  trial  for 
any  amount  due  beyond  the  sum  so  paid  in,  and  if  not  paid 
in  within  ten  days  from  the  date  of  this  rule,  then  the  appeal 
to  be  dismissed  and  the  plaintiff  to  retain  hifi  judgment. 
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PbAnmrr.vM'a  iMid  murtjor,  appolotod  by  U)«  Ooranim«ot  of  (Im  norbioe,  ud 
defeodant  wrote  a  Icttar  to  Uio  ProrUickl  SecretMyf  oonplalulng  of  i^nUff'foondoci, 
•nd  flMkloff  etrUin  cborgw  agmlntt  him,  whervopon  plaintiff  proeeedad  agaliist  tdm  for  UbeL 
DaHendant  piaadad  that  bit  letter  waa  a  priTilased  oommonioation.  The  Commladoner  of 
Croirn  Laada,  and  not  the  ProTindal  Scoretaiy  wtm  the  perM>n  to  whom  the  letter  •hoald 
property  have  been  addrmaad.  Hie  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  caoaa  directed  the  jviy  that 
If  tliey  thought  the  letter  waa,  In  rlew  of  plalntliPa  oflldal  relati<in  to  the  Oorerument  and 
the  Crown  Land  Depaitment,  written  In  good  faith  and  without  malice,  H  was  a  priTiliged 
coDunwileatlon.  Hie  Jvy  ibuml  a  ▼erdtet  in  tkvor  of  the  plaintUL  On  argument  of  the  nde 
to  let  the  verdict  aaide, 

nM,  That  aKboogh  the  letter  ahovld  atrietly  have  been  addraned  t9  the  Crown  lAod 
Departasent,  yet  that  the  Judge^a  direction  waa  right,  ao  rule  discharged. 

McCuLLY,  J.,  now,  (March  10th,  1873,)  delivered  the  judg^ 
raent  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  libel  tried  before  Mr.  Justice 
WUJcina,  at  the  October  Sittings,  at  Halifax,  1872,  resulting 
in  a  verdict  for  defendant. 

A  rule  nisi  was  taken  under  the  statute  to  set  the  verdict 
aside,  and  for  a  new  trial. 

Plaintiff  was  a  surveyor  of  land  in  the  County  of  Anna- 
pcli$,  and  defendant  wrote  the  letter  complained  of ,  addressed 
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to  the  Provincial  Secretary  of  the  Province — Eon,  W.  B. 
Vail — complaining  of  his  condact,  and  making  certain  charges 
which,  unless  privileged  under  the  cii-curostances,  were  doubt* 
less  libellous. 

Plaintiff's  declaration  contained  two  counts  substantially 
for  the  same  cause  of  action  as  alleged  by  defendant  and  not 
put  on  issue  or  denied. 

Defendant  pleaded  six  pleas  in  all,  but  relied  mainly  upon 
his  fourth  plea  at  the  argument,  which  was  as  follows :  "  That 
the  words  used  were,  under  the  cii'curastances  in  which  they 
were  written,  a  privileged  communication."  And  if  that  were 
so,  the  finding  was  clearly  right. 

The  letter  in  question  was  written,  addressed  to  the 
Provincial  Secretary  anct  not  to  the  head  of  the  Crown  Land 
Department,  and  plaintiff  relied  upon  this  largely  as  an 
answer  to  the  plea.  The  case  of  Blagg  v.  Sturt,  10  Q.  B.,  899, 
was  cited  by  plaintiff's  counsel  and  stated  to  be  overruled  by 
defendant's  counsel,  but  it  doubtless  expounds  the  principle 
correctly,  when  it  affirms  that,  '*  it  is  for  the  Judge  to  decide 
whether  a  publication  is  capable  of  the  meaning  ascribed  to 
it  by  the  innuendo,  and  for  the  jury  to  decide  whether  such 
meaning  is  truly  ascribed."  But  the  defence  took  another  and 
very  different  line  on  the  trial,  and  the  case  of  Harrison  v. 
Budi,  5  £1  and  BL,  341,  was  relied  upon  by  defendant's  coun- 
sel as  applicable  in  this  case.  It  was  held  in  that  case  that 
"a  communication  made  bona  fide  upon  any  subject  matter  in 
which  the  party  communicating  has  an  interest,  or  in  refer- 
ence to  which  he  has  a  duty,  is  privileged,  if  made  to  a  person 
having  a  corresponding  interest  or  duty,  although  it  contains 
criminating  matter  which,  without  the  privilege,  would  be 
slanderous  and  actionable,  and  this  though  the  duty  is  pot  a 
legal  one  but  only  a  moral  or  social  duty  of  imperfect  obliga- 
tion^' And  that  this  rule  applies  also  when  the  communica- 
tion-is made  to  a  person  not  in  fact  having  such  interest  or 
duty,  but  who  might  reasonably  be  and  is  supposed  by  the 
party  making  the  communication  to  have  such  interest  or 
duty. 

On  the  argument,  we  all  thought  that  the  communication 
in  this  case  fell  within  that  principle,  though  addressed  to  the 
Provincial  Secretary  when  it  should  perhaps  have  been,  strictly 
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speaking,  addressed  to  the  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands. 
And  when  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  directed  the 
jury  that  if  they  thought  the  letter  referred  to  was  written 
under  the  circumstances  in  proof,  and  in  view  of  plaintiflTs 
official  relation  to  the  Government  and  the  Depaiiment  of 
Crown  Lands,  was  written  in  good  faith  and  written  without 
malice,  ic  was  a  privileged  communication,  we  think  he  cor- 
rectly expounded  the  law  and  that  his  direction  was  right. 

This  was  the  course  adopted  in  Cooke  v.  WUduB,  5  El,  b  BL, 
329,  and  it  was  held  that,  where  in  an  action  for  lihel  tbe 
defendant  insists  that  the  publication  is  privileged,  it  is  for 
the  Judge  to  rule  whether  the  answer  creates  the  privilege. 
If  the  answer  creates  the  privilege  but  there  is  evidence  ot 
express  malice  whether  from  extrinsic  circumstances  or  irotn 
the  language  of  the  libel  itself,  the  question  of  **e3cpreffi 
malice"  should  be  left  to  the  jury.    Exactly  what  was  done 
here,  and  malice  negatived  by  them. 

The  rule  tim  must  be  discharged. 


BRUNDIOE    ET   AL.   t;.    THOMPSON. 

PBAomm,  M  TnutMi  of  *  Sdiool  Seetion,  had  coe«|ii6d  ilace  1868  a  lot  of  fcuid  f***** 
fdrthimVya  O.,  wbo»  Luwtrer,  Iwd  omitted  to  gito  tiMni  *  doad.  In  1871  d*^""^* 
oMtlnod  a  doed  tnm  the  hdnof  &  O.,  l^aoekcd  dovn'the  foaoe  uoand  tbo  lot,  aad'ploai^ 
tiM  Itad.  Pbintlfli  prooeodod  agaioot  him  lor  forolble  antiy  and  daulnor,  but  th*  Jwdi^  P**" 
Mli«:at  the  trial  ruled  that  in  the  abeenee  of  oHdeDce  of  Tloleiioe  and  terror,  the  oonipl*^^ 
eoold  aot  be  aoitalBed. 

Held,  That  his  nilfaiff  wae  eorreet. 

Sir  WiLLiAft  YouNO,  C.  J.,  now.  (March    10th,  187S), 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court : 

This  case  has  arisen  out  of  a  dispute  among  the  Trustees 

of  School  Section  36,  at  Tidnuli,  in  Cumberland,  whicb  1^ 

• 

to  the  School-house  being  burned  down  by  an  inoehdiitry  i& 
May,  1871,  and  to  an  entry  on  the  land  by  the  defen^l^^ 
under  circumstances  that  are  quite  indefensible.  The  lo^ 
one-eighth  of  an  acre — ^had  been  reserved  by  (kAey  and  ooea- 
pied  by  the  School-house  since  1858,  but  no  title. h*^u>g 
passed  from  Oxidy,  the  defendant  in  Mardi,  1871»  took  a  ^^ 
from  the  heirs  of  (teley,  which  I  think  they  bad  no  power  to 
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give,  the  posseasion  being  in  the  Trustees,  knocked  down  the 
fence  which  two  of  the  Tnistees  (Brundige  and  Taylor)  put 
up  after  the  fire,  and  ploughed  the  land  iVith  the  sanction  of 
the  other  Trustee,  and  of  Stephen  Oxley — claiming  to  be  a 
Trustee,  which  sanction  they  had  no  right  to  give.  When 
Brundige  forbade  him  to  take  possession  of  the  .school  land 
he  said  he  would  take  it  and  was  going  to  build  a  rumshop  on 
it, — a  purpose  which  he  did  not  deny  when  examined,  and  it 
is  well  for  him  that  he  did  not  carrv  out 

These  parties,  and  the  papers  oh  file,  were  before  me,  when 
at  Amherst  last  term,  and  I  was  of  opinion  that  Brundige, 
Taylor,  and  Amos  Thompson — father  of  the  defendant — were 
the  Trustees,  and  that  Oxley  was  not  The  matter  was  tried 
before  my  Brother  DesBarres,  on  a  complaint  against  the 
defendant,  under  chapter  140  of  the  Revieed  Statutes,  for  a 
forcible  entry  and  detainer,  and  the  Judge  was  of  opinion 
that,  in  the  absence  of  violence  and  terror,  the  complaint 
could  not  be  sustained. 

This  question  came  before  us  in  Hie  Queen  v.  Murdoch,  in 
1862,  and  I  have  looked  at  the  authorities  in  1  Eawkins* 
Pleas  of  the  Crown,  ch.  64;  fisher's  Digest,  2449;  and 
WoodfaU  on  Landlord  and  Tenant,  935.  and  am  reluctantly 
obliged  to  acquiesce  in  my  Brother's  ruling,  the  merits  of  the 
cajse,  as  they  appear  on  the  papers,  being  all  the  other  way. 
I  trust  that  the  defendant  will  unite  with  Brundige  in  con- 
veying this  one-eighth  of  an  an  acre  adjoining  the  piece  now 
selected,  to  the  TfUstees,  forming  a  good  site  for  the  school, 
and  I  express  this  hope  because  I  think  that  OdLey  wished 
well  to  the  school,  though  he  has  got  into  this  fight 

The  rule  for  a  new  trial  must  be  discharged,  but  without 
costs. 
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HAGGARTY  v.   PRYOR.* 

Tm  Oorpondon  of  Hftllfaz,  io  maklnir  oertain  ttraei  ImpiovwiMii,  pulled  down  ptalnttCs 
porch,  which  prujectod  Mrron  the  line  of  aide-walk,  whereapon  plaintiff  sued  deftadtnt  lor 
dunaneef  he  Mnj;  one  of  the  Aldermen  ander  whoee  direotion  the  Improremeato  wtn  made. 
Defendant  pleaded  in  denial  and  Joitlfloatiou.  At  the  trial  be  lOtiiKht  to  introduce  erideDoe  to 
■how  that  previous  to  the  porch  being  pulled  down,  plaintiff  had  ai^reed  to  remove  it  vlicfi 
requested  by  the  dty  authorities,  or  to  allow  them  to  remove  It  themselves.  Plaintiff  objected 
and  the  Judge  rejected  the  evidence.    Veidtet  for  plaintiff  and  rule  to  eet  it  aside. 

Heldf  That  there  being  no  plea  of  leave  and  licence,  the  evklenoe  was  properly  rejected 
and  the  verdict  should  be  upheld. 

McCuLLY,  J.,  now,  (March  10th,  1873,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court : 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  with  counts  in  trover  for  con- 
version. The  plaintiff  charges  that  defendant  wrongfully  pulled 
down  his  poi*ch,  situate  on  Pleasant  Street^  in  the  City  of 
Halifax.    This  is  the  real  gravamen  of  plaintiff's  case. 

Defendant  pleaded  several  pleas,  all  of  which  either  deny 
the  commission  of  the  wrongs  alleged,  or  confess  and  avoid 
the  same.  Steplien,  in  his  late  edition  on  Pleading^  pro* 
nounces  the  general  rule  to  be,  that  the  defendant  must  either 
demur  or  plead  by  way  of  traverse  or  by  way  of  confession 
and  avoidance,  7  JEcL,  p.  195.  The  parties  went  to  trial  on 
this  state  of  the  pleadings,  and  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict 
for  $500  damages. 

A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  taken  under  the  statute 
by  defendant,  and  duly  argued,  the  Court  confining  the  argu- 
ment to  the  single  point,  whether  or  not  the  learned  Jud^ 
who  tried  the  cause  had  rejected  evidence  tendered  upon  the 
paii  of  defendant  that  ought  to  have  been  admitted. 

On  his  cross-examination  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  witness 
for  himself,  was  asked  a  question  which  he  answered  as  fol- 
lows : — "  I  never,  either  in  1864-5  or  6,  promised  Mr.  Nash 
and  the  other  Aldermen,  to  remove  the  porch  when  requested^ 
but  I  did  promise  if  the  porch  fell  down  I  would  not  put  it 
up  again.    I  offered  to  take  it  away  if  remunerated." 

On  the  defence  John  D,  Nash  was  called  as  a  witness  for 
defendant,  and  says,  line  98,  "  I  had  a  conversation  with  the 
plaintiff  respecting  the  obstruction  by  the  porch."  Here  the 
learned  Judge  makes  this  entry  in  his  minutes.    "  Here  the 

•  See  K.  a  Dadsloiit,  Vol.  I»  p.  ML 
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counsel  proposed  to  ask  the  witness  if  the  plaintiff  had  not 
agreed  to  remove  the  porch  when  requested  by  the  city 
authorities.  (Objected  to.)  And  I  think  the  question  could 
not  be  asked,  first  because  any  admission  by  plaintiff  as 
respects  title  should  be  in  writing ;  and  secondly,  because  the 
plaintiff  had  not  been  properly  examined  on  the  point  to  allow 
him  to  be  contradicted.*' 

The  rejection  of  the  evidence,  which  the  answer  of  Mr, 
Nash,  it  is  alleged,  would  have  furnished,  is  the  groundwork 
of  the  present  application,  and  is  sufficient,  as  defendant  con- 
tends, to  warrant  the  setting  aside  of  a  verdict  unexceptionable 
otherwise,  and  the  granting  of  a  new  trial« 

Now  I  think  the  true  way  in  which  to  regard  this  matter 
is  this.  Had  the  defer.dant's  counsel  not  interrogated  plaintiff 
at  all  upon  the  subject  of  pulling  down  the  porch,  or  removing 
it,  but,  in  opening  his  defence,  had  announced  his  intention 
to  call  witnesses  to  prove  that  plaintiff  had,  before  action 
brought,  promised  to  remove  **  this  porch  when  requested  so 
to  do,**  and  subsequently  proceeded  to  call  witnesses  to  prove 
his  opening,  would  he  have  been  permitted,  if  the  testimony 
were  objected  to  on  the  part  of  plaintiff,  would  he  have  been 
permitted,  under  the  pleadings,  as  they  stood,  to  prove  the 
fact  and  set  up  such  a  defence?  And  here  it  must  be 
remarked,  the  only  pleas  on  the  record  were  those  of  denial 
and  those  of  justification^  but  no  plea  of  consent,  or  leave  or 
licence,  which,  it  seems  to  me,  was  indispensable,  if  defendant 
intended  to  rely  upon  consent  given  by  plaintiff,  to  allow 
defendants  to  pull  down  the  porch,  or  that  the  plaintiff  would 
himself  remove  it  when  requested. 

In  actions  of  trespass,  Chiity  lays  it  down,  vol.  1  p.  528, 
Lib.  Ed.  p.  641,  that  a  licence  ^imMt  he  pleaded,  citing  8  East, 
308;  S  T.  it,  168;  Hale,  174-5,  and  2  Mod.,  6  and  7.  If 
without  any  such  pleas  on  the  record,  defendant  could  have 
gone  into  proof,  that  defendant  had  consented  and  given 
him  leave  to  pull  down  the  poi-ch,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
traverse  taken  by  him,  with  justification  pleaded,  would  only 
operate  as  a  trap  or  a  snare  upon  plaintiff.  Because  by  no 
ingenuity  exercised,  could  counsel  for  plaintifi  be  supposed  to 
know  or  even  suspect  that  with  such  an  issue  as  that  described 
and  handed   the  learned  Judge   who   tried  the  cause,  the 
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defendant  would  be  permitted  to  Bhelter  hiihself  under  an 
alleged  "  consent  **  on  tlie  part  of  plaintifT  to  commit  the 
alleged  trespass. 

The  learned  Judge  may  possibty  not  have  giveh  the  Best, 
etr  the  only  legal  reason  for  rajecbing  such  testimony  on  aucb 
a  state  of  pleading,  yet  if  the  conclusion  at  which  he  arrived, 
and  the  decision  pronounced  waft  sound  and  legal,  this  Courl 
ought  not,  and  will  not  set  aside  the  verdict  obtained. 

Now,  assuming  as  I  do,  and  from  what  I  have  advanced, 
I  feel  warranted  in  saying  that  the  question  asked  of  the 
plaintiff  on  his  cross-exaiuination,  in  view  of  the  pleadings^ 
was  not  relevant  to  the  issue,  then  Taytor,  sec.  1202,  lays  down 
this  proposition  broadly,  "That  no  (question  respecting  any 
fact  irre^evant  to  the  issue  can  be  put  to  a  witness  on  croea- 
examination,  for  the  m«ei*o  purpose-'  of  impeaching  his  credit- 
by  contradicting  him,  and  If  any  such  question  be  inadver- 
tently put  and  answered,  the  answer  of  the  witness  will  be 
conclusive^  See  the  authorities  by  him  cited,  among  others 
that  of  Tenant  v.  Hamilton,  7  CI,  and  Kn.,  122,  where  on 
a  bin  of  exception,  the  ruling  of  the  learned  Judge  who  tried 
cause,  was  confirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords. 

No  evidence  in  this  case  having  been  rejected  that  under 
the  pleadings  ought  to  have  been  admitted,  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  tkai  defendant's  rule  for  a  new  trial  shootd  be  dis- 
charged,, whb  costs. 


TSEHAIN  V.  HALIFAX  GAS  COMPANY. 


T— aiii  ■■■Hfc»iaiiwMte  Jm^v.  iral</to  Om  Op.,  jk  Siff,  ante,  hut  In  this  omc  lb* 
plitelVvMttetNwtoftbtlMmw^MidrkltdalBivMforfaiiiriMtoklt  wife  and  aMMfv  to 
Ms  own  goodi,  nfultlnf  fron  an  Mplotloa.  Sont  tafthtr  crldmot  VM  ialndvMd  to  ibov 
tiMi  pUdotSfl  had  drawn  tha  alltntlaB  of  nalMdaBti^  aamuiti  to  tha  oondltlon  of  Ihaplpaa 
•ana  titna  bafora  tha  asploiion,. and  that  th«7  had  aaMuad  hlai  thij  wara  aft  righl,  and  tkal 
thara  wat  nadangar.  Hm  arldancc  nt  aootriholoo'  nisHiincia  on  tha  pait  of  phdatlff 
la 


llfM,  MaCviM', 9„  dfjjwtftnle, IhttI tha Dotloa gfvuH aviii  Vaa  ooutwdad  Im;  vaa  not 
KwMnd  tha  diCMidaata,  and  tha  tha  vaidlat  lar  ptalBtIt  BUit  ha  aal  adda. 


BncHiv.  J.,  now,  (March  lOth,  1878»)  delivered  the  judg* 
ment  of  the  majority  of  the  Court : 

Tfaii  action  was  brought  against  the  Halifax  Gob  Comjpanjf 
by  L$wm  S.  IVemain,  to*  recover  damagjis  austained  bjr  him 
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from  an  explosion  which  took  place  in  a  house  occupied 
by  him  as  tenant  of  JcH^n  H,  Dodge,  and  a  verdict  was 
obtained  against  the  Company,  to  set  aside  which  a  rule  ni9i 
Was  taken  under  the  statute.  The  building-  in  which  the 
explosion  occurred  was  at  the  time  occupied  by  Mr.  Tremain 
as  part  of  his  dwelling  house,  and  it  had  formerly  lieea  used  as 
an  office  in  connection  with  a  factory  in  the  occupation  of  Wm. 
L.  Dodfje  Jk  Company  and  was  the  same  building  for  damage  . 
to  which,  by  the  same  explosion,  an  action  was  brought  against 
the  Company  by  John  U.  Dodge,  the  owner,  in  which'  judg- 
ment has  just  been  delivered  by  me,  (antt^  p.  323.) 

It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  repeat  the  circumstances 
which  led  to  the  explosion,  as  the  evidence  is  to  the  same 
effect  in  both  cases,  except  that,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
evidence  was  given  of  a  notice  to  a  servant  of  the  Company 
Mome  months  previous  to  the  introduction  of  gas  into  the 
premises,  which  the  plaintiff's  counsel  contend  was  notice  to 
the  Company,  and  should  have  led  them  either  to  have  closed 
the  open  pipe  by  which  the  gas  entered  the  office,  or  have 
given  the  plaintiff  notice  of  their  intention  to  introduce  the 
gas,  so  that  he  might  have  closed  it,  and  by  so  doing  have 
prevented  the  accident,  and  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that 
the  evidence  was  stronger  in  this  case  to  show  want  of  due 
care  ancl  caution  and  contributary  negligence  by  the  plaintiff 
and  his  family. 

The  plaintiff,  when  he  went  into  the  posses^tion  of  the 
dwelling  house,  of  which  the  office  now  forms  a  part,  in  the 
end  of  Apnl,  1871,  and  thei-ofore  about  five  months  before  the 
explosion,  saw  the  end  of  the  pipe  in  the  office  through  which 
the  gas  escaped,  which  occasioned  it,  un-stopped,  and,  as  he 
sa3*8,  pointed  it  out  to  a  man  who  had  been  sent  by  defendants^ 
at  plaintiff's  request,  to  put  in  a  meter  for  him.  The  man 
said  to  him  not  to  be  alarme<l,  it  was  secured  some  other  way» 
and  in  fact  the  pipe  referred  to  was  not  connected  with  the 
pipes  through  which  the  plaintiff  was  getting  gas,  or  with  the 
meter  the  men  were  then  putting  up,  and  this  the  plaintiff 
said  he  himself  ascertained  by  going  into  the  office  where 
the  open  pipe  was  and  seeing  that  no  gas  escaped  when  gaa 
was  turned  on  to  the  house.  It  is  also  in  evidence  that  on 
the  same  day  one  6f  the  men  said  to  a  maid-servant  who 
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showed  him  the  open  pipe,  that  it  did  not  connect  with  the 
house  pipes.  These  two  men  were  examined  and  the}*  stated 
that  they  never  communicated  any  such  notice  to  the  Com- 
pany or  its  officers,  and  both  of  them  denied  that  any  such 
conversation  had  taken  place,  and  the  general  manager  of  the 
Compan}^  denied  that  any  information  relative  to  the  state  of 
the  pipe  in  question  had  been  made  to  him. 

This  is  the  evidence  relied  on  as  notice  to  the  Company. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  say  what  the  effect  of  such  notice  would 
have  been  if  it  had  reached  the  Company  or  its  general  man- 
ager. In  my  opinion  an  intimation  such  as  that  testified  to 
given  to  a  workman  employed  to  do  a  particular  job  in  rela- 
tion to  a  matter  unconnected  with  that  job,  which  he  was 
not  called  upon  to  communicate  to  his  employer  at  the  time, 
and  which,  fuur^nonths  afterwards,  when  gas  was  introduced 
and  found  its  way  through  this  pipe,  he  may  and  probably 
had  forgotten  if  he  ever  received  it,  cannot  be  deemed  notice 
to  the  Company,  and  ought  not  to  bind  them.  Had  it  been 
connected  with  the  business  the  men  had  been  sent  to  do,  and 
affected  that  business,  it  might  have  been  otherwise. 

To  constitute  constructive  notice  it  must  be  given  in 
relation  to  the  same  matter  which  the  party  receiving  it  is  at 
the  time  entrusted  to  do.  Story  on  Agency,  section  140,  &c., 
&c..  Story  says,  "  Unless  notice  of  the  fact  come  to  the  agent  in 
the  course  of  the  very  transaction,  and  while  he  was  concerned 
for  the  pnncipal,  or  so  near  before  that  the  agent  must  be 
presumed  to  recollect  it,  it  is  not  notice  thereof  to  the  prin- 
cipal." If,  in  this  case,  notice  of  the  pipes  being  open  had 
been  notified  to  the  workmen  sent  to  introduce  the  gas  on  the 
2nd  October,  it  would  have  been  connected  with  their  job,  and 
ought  to  be  deemed  notice  to  the  Company.  The  principle  is 
well  laid  down  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  Wylie  v.  PoUen, 
32  L.  J.  Chan.,  782,  (1863.)  "  The  doctrine  of  constructive 
notice,"  he  said,  "  ou^rht  not  to  be  extended  ;  in  order  to  affect 
the  principal  with  notice,  the  knowledge  of  the  agent  must  be 
derived  by  him  in  the  particular  transaction,  or  be  shewn  to 
be  then  present  in  his  mind,  and  must  be  knowledge  of  some- 
thing which  was  material  to  the  particular  transaction,  and 
which  it  was  his  duty  to  communicate  to  bis  principal." 
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This  evidence,  in  mj  opinion,  not  having  the  eff^H^t  of 
varying  the  case  of  the  plaintiff  from  that  roade  out  by  the 
plaintiff  in  Dodge  v.  The  Halifax  Oaa  Company,  I  ain  led  to 
the  same  conclusion  at  which  I  arrived  in  that  case  for  the 
same  reasons,  and  on  the  same  authorities,  to  Tvrhich  I  refer 
now  without  again  repeating  them,  that  no  case  has  been 
made  out  by  the  plamtiff  to  enable  him  to  recover,  and  that 
the  verdict  should  be  set  aside. 

I  may  add  that  there  is  the  greater  difficult}*  in  sustaining 
this  verdict,  inasmuch  as  there  is  evidence  of  contributory 
negligence,,  in  addition  to  allowing  the  broken  pipe  to  remain 
unrepaired  and  unstopped,  stronger  than  in  the  case  of  Dodge, 
to  which  I  have  alluded.  The  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
afternoon  of  the  day  on  which  the  explosion  took  place,  per- 
ceived the  smell  of  gas  in  the  house  two  or  three  hours 
previous  to  the  explosion,  and  in  consequence  tried  the  burners 
with  a  match  to  see  if  gas  was  escaping,  she  shut  the  door  of 
the  office  which  had  been  open,  and  also  the  window,  and  left 
the  house  and  remained  out  about  two  hours ;  on  her  retuiD, 
as  soon  as  she  opened  the  front  door,  she  smelt  the  gas  to  such 
an  extent  that  she  placed  it  open  to  let  in  the  fresh  air,  and 
went  herself  out  on  the  sidewalk  and  sent  for  a  neighbour. 
The  gas  in  the  hall  which  had  been  lighted,  she  turned  down 
to  a  glimmer ;  before  going  out  in  the  afternoon  she  had  been 
in  the  office  and  smelt  the  gas  stronger  there  than  elsewhere. 
On  the  arrival  of  Dodge,  the  owner  of  the  house,  whom  she 
had  sent  for,  she  told  him  that  she  thought  the  gas  was  from 
that  room,  and  on  his  asking  her  if  she  would  go  in  with  him 
they  opened  the  door  and  went  together  into  the  room  to  see 
if  the  gas  was  escaping  from  the  pipe  which  she  knew  to  be 
unclosed,  as  she  said  she  had  observed  it  shortly  after  she 
went  to  the  house  ;  very  soon  after  their  entry  the  explosion 
took  place,  the  gas  having  escaped  through  the  open  door  to 
the  hall,  into  which  the  room  opened,  and  was  ignited  by  the 
light  there. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  the 
wife  of  the  plaintiff  has  not  contributed  to  the  misfortune  by 
want  of  due  carefulness  on  her  part,  and  her  negligence  and 
careless  conduct  has  the  same  bearing  on  the  case  as  if  it  had 
been  the  plaintiff  himself,  and  this  not  without  a  suitable 
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caation  from  the  defendants,  for  it  was  in  evidanoe  that  a 
gas-book  had  been  furnished  by  them  to  the  plaintiff  for 
keeping  the  account  of  gas  consumed  by  Lim,  which  contains 
this  entry,  "  Regulations  to  be  rigidly  observed  by  gas  con- 
sumers/' and  among  these  regu^tions  is  the  following  in 
italics,  the  others  are  in  ordinary  print,  '  Whenever  any 
unpleasant  smell  from  the  gatt  is  perceived,  immediate  notice 
is  to  be  given  at  the  works,  and  every  precaution  used  to 
prevent  any  person  approaching  the  place  where  the  gas  is 
accumulating  with  a  lighted  candle,  especially  if  Uie  escape  is 
in  a  cellar  or  other  confined  place.' 

The  rule  niH  will  therefote  be  made  abscdnte. 

McOuLLT,  J.  dtssentietife.— This  was  an  action  brought  by 
plaintiff  to  recover  damagen  for  injuries  sustained  by  his  wife, 
his  servant,  and  his  dwelling-house,  in  consequence  of  an 
explosion  of  gas  which  occiirred  in  the  month  of  October, 
1871. 

Plaintiff  was  tenant  of  a  dwelling  house  rented  of  one 
Z%omaa  Mitchdl^  situate  on  Pleaaant  Street^  in  the  City  of 
ffalifax,  which  was  supplied  ^th  gas  from  s  main,  the 
property  of  ^defendants,  who  are  an  incorporated  compaify  and 
supply  the  city  with  gas,  there  being  no  other  g^  manufac- 
tory except,  perhaps,  some  few  cases. where  gas  may  be 
prepared  by  patent  machinery  for  individual  dwellings. 
Adjoining  plaintiff's  dwelling  there  was  a  lane  leading  from 
Pleasant  Street  to  a  factory  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  J.  A.  Dodge, 
which  was  situate  at  the  further  end  of  ths  lane  a  short  dis- 
tance  from  plaintiff's  dwelling.  This  dwelling-house  and 
factory  had  formerly  belonged  to  one  W.  X.  Dodge,  who 
became  insolvent  and  gave  up  possession  of  both  factory  and 
bouse  some  nine  or  ten  months  before  *the  explosion  referred 
to.  While  in  his  possession,  however,  and  before  his  insolv- 
ency, he  had  procured  the  defendants  to  lay  down  an  iron 
pipe  or  small  main  from  PleaM,nt  Street  along  and  under  the 
lane  referred  to,  and  to  the  factory,  which  supplied  it  with 
gas.  There  was  one  room  of  this  dwelling  of  plaintiff's 
ti^^ning  the  lane,  which  W.  L  Dodge,  the  former  proprietor, 
had  used  as  an  office,  and  whea  be  bad  the  gas  introduced 
into  the  factory,  by  defendant  eompany,  by  a  short  branch 
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from  this  lane  pipe,  (which  he  al^o  procured  defendants  to 
lay  down  under  gi*ound,  to  the  outride  wall  of  the  room  or 
oiBce)  he  had  it,  by  a  short  bent  composition  pipe  coupled  or 
attached  to  the  iron  pipe,  and  passed  up  and  through  the  side 
of  the  dwelling  house  to  the  office  supplied  with  gas. 

In  the  autumn  of  1860  or  early  in  the  year  1870,  this 
If.  L:  Dodge  became  insolvent,  and  thereupon  on  the  20th 
January,  1870;  defendants  entered  the  premises  and  removed 
all  the  gas  meters,  that  is  to  say,  the  meter  which  supplied 
the  house,  the  one  supplying  the  factory,  and  the  meter  sup- 
plying the  offico,  and,  at  the  same  time  the  gas  was  turned  off 
the  lane  pipe.  The  premises  were  sold  by .  the  assignees  of 
W.  L.  Dodge,  and  /.  A,  Dodge,  a  brother  of  W.L,  Dodge, 
became  the  purchaser.  Jn  the  mean  time,  and  while  vacant, 
the  house  and  office,  so  called,  as  part  of  it,  was  let  by  one 
George  Mitchell  to  plaintiff  who,  on  the  28th  or-29th  day  of 
April,  1871,  applied  to  defendants  to  turn  on  the  gas.  This 
was  done  by  a  street  stop-cock,  and  defendant's  workmen, 
Lavnwice  and  Weymias,  came,  bringing  one  of  their  meters, 
which  was  attached  to  the  pipes  that  lighted  the  house,  all 
except  the  part  called  the  office,  plaintiff  finding  his  own  fix- 
tures. The  office  had  at  some  previous  time  been  lighted  by 
the  same  meter  as  the  house,  but  for  reasons  not  explained 
nor  material,  a  change  had  taken  place  before  the  lane  pipe 
was  laid,  and  the  pipes  to  the  office  cloned  and  soldered  up. 
When  plaintiff  procured  defendants  to  put  in  their  meter  and 
connect  with  their  main  on  Pleaaant  Street,  he  testified  to 
having  called  the  attention  of  one  of  the  company's  workmen 
to  the  condition  of  the  pipes  in  the  office, — one  in  the  ceiling, 
the  other  in  the  coi*ner,  ajiparently  unsafe,  there  being  no 
stop*oock  inside,  and  exhibited  appearances,  it  would  seem,  of 
being  in  a  condition* to  let  gas  in.  The  workman  replied, 
'  not  to  be  alarmed  about  the.se,  they  were  secured  some  other 
way."  It  was  proven  that,  notwithstanding  defendants  when 
they  removed  the  meters  in  Januai'y,  1870,  had  closed  up  this 
pipe  in  the  comer,  the  ceiling  pipe  was  soldered  in  the  most 
safe  and  approved  manner,  yet,  in  the  interim,  and  while  the 
premises  were  vacant,  tha(  is,  between  November,  1870,  and 
April  29,  1871,  by  some  party  unknown,  the  composition 
pipe  within  the  office  had  been  jaggedly  put  and  wrenched  off. 
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and  the  couplings  of  defendants,  and  the  pipe,  or  a  portion  of 
it  not  defendants',  detached  and  carried  away.  On  this  point 
h'Mias  Purdy — ^a  servant-maid  in  the  employ  of  plaintiff — 
also  testified  to  having  pointed  out  this  open  pipe  to  defend- 
ants' workman  while  engaged  attaching  the  meter  to  the 
house  pipes  proper,  suhstantially  as  sworn  to  by  plaintiff*,  and 
with  the  reply  nearly  verbaiim, 

Th^  evidence  of  plaintiff  and  his  witnesses  was  contro- 
verted by  defendants*  workmen,  and  there  were  discrepancies 
and  contradictions  between  them.  The  defendants,  when  they 
removed  their  meter  in  January^  1871,  left  the  end  of  the 
pipe  in  this  office  as  safe  as  it  could  be  made,  there  is  no  room 
whatever  for  doubt.  But  they  did  more,  they  turned  off*  the 
gas  on  Pleaaartt  Street  so  that  it  could  not  go  down  any 
longer  to  the  factory,  where  they  also  secured  the  pipes.  For 
reasons  hereafter  pointed  out  this,  Fthink,  and  especially  their 
turning  it  on  as  they  did,  is  of  great  importance.  The  explo- 
sion took  place  on  2nd  October,  1871,  and  in  this  wise:  J.  A. 
Dodge,  the  present  owner  and  occupier  of  the  factory, 
purchaser  after  his  brother's  insolvency,  having  occasion  for 
gas  in  the  factory,  applied  in  the  usual  way  to  be  supplied. 
The  defendants,  having  made  their  arrangements  for  this  pur- 
pose by  supplying  a  meter,  etc.,  turned  on  the  gas  into  the 
lane  pipe,  and  the  bi*anch  entering  plaintiff^s  house  being 
open  in  consequence  of  some  party  unknown  having  removed 
the  couplings  and  preventives  placed  there  on  the  previous 
Januai%  there  being  no  stop-cock  the  gas  rushed  into  the 
office,  and  when  plaintiff^s  wife  and  the  witness  /.  A.  Dodge 
were  searching  for  the  place  of  its  escape,  having  opened  a 
door  from  the  hall  of  the  house,  at  the  further  end  of  which 
hfM  a  burner  turned  partly  down  was  lighted,  the  gas  escaping 
along  the  hall  ignited  and  exploded,  causing  the  injury  to 
plaintiff's  wife,  family  and' dwelling. 

The  question  in  this  case — taking  the  whole  of  the  evi- 
dence together^ — and  I  have  given  but  a  very  brief  abstract 
of  it — ^the  real  question  is,  were  the  defendants  justified  in 
turning  their  gas  upon  plaintiff's  premises,  or  were  they  not 
guilty  of  negligence  ?  Was  there  evidence  sufficient  to  war- 
rant the  lending  of  the  case  to  a  jury?  If  there  was  not, 
the  plaintiiff  should  clearly  have  been  nouHsaited.    If  there 
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was,  then,  as  it  appears  to  me,  this  verdict  cannot  be  set  aside 
unless  for  excessive  damages.  It  would  be  a  contradiction  in 
terms,  to  commit  a  case  to  a  jury  on  sufficient  evidence,  and 
then  set  their  verdict  aside  on  the  ground  that  there  either 
was  no  misfeasance,  no  negligence,  or  that  the  misfeasance  or 
negligence  was  not  of  the  kind  or  character  that  warranted 
finding.  If  the  jury  erred  in  the  amount  or  extent  of  dam- 
ages found,  then  another  principle  intervenes,  and  that,  atf 
i*emarked,  is  as  to  excessive  damages. 

With  these  observations,  I  now  pi'oceed  to  examine  the 
law  and  decided  cases  applicable.  But  first  I  turn  to  a  text- 
book of  acknowledged  authority— -Addison  on  Toiis,  p.  244, 
where  he  treats  of  negligence,  and  groups  the  causes  of  a 
certain  class  of  injuries,  thus :  "injuries  from  gunpowder  and 
explosive  substances,  exploaions  of  gas,**  and  adds :  "  whoever 
introduces  gunpowder  or  explosive  materials  into  a  building, 
is  responsible  for  damage  occasioned  by  the  introduction  of 
auch  dangerous  substances." 

Now,  this  principle,  to  my  view,  underlies  and  decides  this 
action,  and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that,  in  proportion  as  any 
given  substances  is  dangerous,  explosive,  and  requiring  extra- 
ordinary care  in  its  manufacture  or  management,  so  thase 
manufacturing  or.  managing  it,  are  required  to  use  correspond- 
ing or  more  than  ordinary  care,  to  protect  themselves  from 
the  charge  and  consequences  of  negligence.  With  the  excep- 
tion of  the  case  of  BuiTOWa  v.  Tlie  March  Oas  Co., 
L.  R.,  7  Ex.,  86,  and  Moae  v.  The  Haeiings  Gas  Go,,  4  Fos. 
&  Fin.,  324,  Addison  has  collected  all  the  reported  English 
cases  bearing  on  the  subject  and  pithly  presents  them  at  page 
244. 

In  this  case  there  was  no  evidence — not  the  slightest,  that 
plaintiff  so  much  as  knew  or  had  ever  heard  of  the  existence 
of  the  lane  pipe  running  down  to  the  factory  from  Pleasant 
Street,  nor  of  the  branch  thence  to  his  dwelling  house,  and 
that  part  called  "  the  office."  Defendants  knew  it.  But  their 
defence  is  that  they,  on  the  20th  day  of  January,  1870,  had 
carefully  closed  the  aperture  when  they  removed  the  meter. 
If,  having  done  this,  and  having  also  turned  ofi  the  gas  at  the 
main  where  it  entered  ihe  lane  pipe,  (without  reference  to  the 
oonversation  of  the  plaintiff  and  Miss  Purdy  with  the  workmen 
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and  their  alleged  pointing  out  the  open  pipe,  that  is,  suppos* 
ing  no  8nch  conversation  to  have  existed,)  if  after  the  lapse  of 
time  between  January  and  October,  they  could  turn  on  the 
gas  into  the  lane  pipe  and  thiiiHt  it  into  plaintiff^  premises, 
up  to  the  very  point  of  the  stop-cock,  supposing  it  still  to  be 
there,  without  his  consent,  without  informing  him  of  what 
they  were  about  to  do,  antl  an  explosion  results  in  conneqaeaoe 
of  the  absence  of  the  stop-cock,  and  3*et  not  be  guilty  of  such 
conduct  as  would  justify  the  ca^e  being  put  to  a  jury,  then  I 
am  free  to  confess  that  I  may  have  loisapprehended  the  law 
on  this  point.  The  only  evidence  of  negligence  on  their  part 
'then  would  be,  if  the  jury  believed  the  plaintiff  and  hi^ 
witne&s,  in  preference  to  Weymiss,  defendants  witness,  and 
Lawrence,  with  reference  to  the  alleged  conversation.  If, 
however,  there  was  no  evidence  for  the  jury  on  either  branch 
of  the  case,  as  ali*eady  i*einarked,  plaintiff  should  have  been 
nonsuited.  But,  in  the  case  of  Moae  v.  Hastings  and  Si. 
Leonard^ H  Goh  Co.,  as  referred  to  iti  Fisher's  Digest,  4192,  and 
for  which  Bai-on  Pollock  is  given  as  the  authority,  a  gas  Com- 
pany is  held  bounil  to  keep  up  such  a  reasonable  inspection  of 
their  mains  and  pipas  as  may  enable  them  to  detect  when 
there  is  such  an  escape  of  gas  by  fractura  or  imperfection  of 
pipes,  as  may  lead  to  dangor  of  explos^jun.  This  imports  great 
watchfulness,  care  and  vigilance  where  no  skill  or  meftiory  w 
concerned. 

Had  the  defendants  not  turned  off  this  gas  at  the  main 
when  they  removed  their  meter,  the  gas  would  have  escaped 
the  moment  the  pipe  within  the  house  was  severed.  Bat 
having  turne<l  it  off  at  the  main,  at  that  time,  and  thus  with- 
drawn it  entirely  fram  this  room  or  office,  they  had  no  right 
nor  authority,  as  it  seems  to  me,  to  turn  it  on  again,  and 
nolens  volens  introduce  it  upon  plaintiff's  premises  bs  they 
did  do,  whereby  the  accident  occurred.  It  was  the  act  of 
defendants  that  was  the  immediate  cause  of  the  disaster,  and 
knowing  as  they  did,  and  were  bound  to  know,  that  gas 
turned  into  this  lane  pipe  could  and  would  pass  into  plaintiff's 
premises,  already  supplied  as  to  the  house,  by  themselves  with 
gas,  and  bearing  in  mind,  as  they  should  have  done,  that  gas 
let  on  at  the  iron  pipes  went  into  the  composition  pipe  aa  far 
as  the  stop-eock,  bad  it  remained  uoremoyed,  what  right  had 
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they  thas  to  flood  plaintiff's  pipes  without  his  consent  with 
their   gas  1      So   far  from  requesting  it»  plaintiff  was  not 
aware  that  they  had  the  power  or  means  of  doing  what  they 
^d.    And  then  having  done  an  act  clearly  unauthorized  by 
plaintiff,  which  brings  about  an  explosion,  unintended,  acci- 
dental, if  it  can  be  so  called,  is  the  plaintiff  to  suffer  and  have 
no  redress  ?    Suppose  plaintiff  had  been  in  the  act  of  repair- 
ing or  removing  the  pipe  at  the  very  time,  had  he  not  the 
right  ?    And  had  defendants  lUst  then  turned  on  the  gas  and 
produced  the  explosion,  would  they  not  be  liable  ?    If  not,  why 
not?    Broom  in  his  Legal  McuAma,  p.  S75,  says:  "A  man 
must  enjoy  his  own  property  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to 
invade  the  legal  rights  of  his  neighbor.    8ie  viere  iuo  iU 
alienam  non  laedas"    And  he  follows  it  up  with  cases  and 
illustrations.    Now,  that  is  exactly  what  defendants  did  not 
do,  use  their  own  gas  without  injuring  their  neighbor,  for  they 
so  used  their  gas  -that  they  invaded  the  legal  rights  of  plaintiff. 
They  caused  him  an  irreparable  injury-r-without  his  consent 
expressed  or  implied.    They  had  no  right,  I  maintain,   to 
invade  his  domicile  with  even  the  smell  or  scent  of  gas,  and 
still  less  his  gas  pipes  with  thsvr  gas.    Broom  adds :  "  In  all 
civil  acts  our  law  does  not  so  much  regard  the  intent  of  the 
actor  as  the  loss  or  dapage  of  the  party  suffering.    In  Tress, 
gu.  d.  fr.,  defendant  pleaded  that  he  had  land  adjoining 
plaintiffs,  close,  and  upon  it  a  hedge  of  .thorns — that  he  cut 
the  thorns  and  they,  ipso  invito^  fell  upon  plaintiff's  land, 
and  he,  defendant,  took  them  off  as  soon  as  he  could,  &o., 
which  was  the  same  trespass,  &c    But  on  demurrer,  judg- 
ment was  g^ven  for  plaintiff,  for  that  though  a  man  do  a 
lawful  thing,  yet  if  any  damage  befall  another  he  shall  be 
answerable,  if  he  could  have  avoided  it"    Here  defendants 
could  easily  enough  have  avoided  the  mischief  by  a  stop-cock 
at  the  side  of  the  same  pipe,  adding  '*  if  a  man  top  a  tree  and 
the  boughs  fall  upon  another,  ipso  invito,  yet  an  action  lies. 
So,  if  a  man  shoot  at  a  butt  and  hurt  another  unawares,  an 
acUon  lies."    This  is  ancient  law  learning,  but  rich  in  sound 
reason,  nevertheless,  and,  as  it  seems  to  me,  it  entirely  covers 
the  question  in  controversy  in  this  case.    Defendants  could 
have  supplied  Dodgis  tsictorj  with  gas  without  flushing  the 
pipes  of  plainUff  with  the  dangerous  fluid*    At  "any  point  of 
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the  three  or  more  feet  from  the  iron  pipe  leading  to  the 
factory  from  the  street  on  the  branch,  and  before  it  entered 
plaintiflTs  premises,  they  could  have  stopped  the  flow  of  gas. 
Their  excuse  or  defence  for  turning  gas  into  plaintiff's 
premises  is.  that  if  they  had  remained  in  the  condition  left  by 
defendants,  in  the  previous  January^  no  accident  could  have 
happened.  But  to  use  the  language  of  AddMon^  in  his  Text- 
book, p.  244,  ''A  thief  had  entered  in  the  absence  of  the 
tenant,  and  cut  and  carried  away  the  gas  pipe,  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  tenant,  or  against  his  will,  and  he,  the 
tenent  is,  therefore,  not  responsible  for  the  damage.'*  But 
trusting  or  speculating  upon  the  probability  that  this  gas 
pipe  entering  the  office  was,  in  October ^  1870,  in  the  same  safe 
condition  they  had  left  it  in  in  January  of  the  same  year, 
defendants  turned  the  gas  on  the  lane  pipe,  knowing  at  the 
time  that  it  must  of  necessity  fill  the  pUuntiiTs  pipe,  if  as  so 
left^  and  by  accident  or  otherwise  not  being*  so  as  left  it^  .the 
gas  fiUed  Uie  room  and  exploded  within  plaintiff's  domicile. 

I  shall  now  turn  to  some  of  the  most  recent  English 
decisions  on  the  subject  of  negligence.  In  L.  K,  6  Q.  J?.,  41 1 , 
Kearney  v.  London  and  Brighton  Railway  Co,,  the  Conrt 
held  that  thero  was  prima  facie  evidence  of  negligence — a  brick 
having  fallen  from  defendants  railway  bridge  upon  a  passenger 
passing  along  a  highways  although  there  was  no  special  negli- 
gence in  constructing  the  piers  imputed  to  defendants,  nor  in 
omitting  to  keep  them  in  proper  repair.  In  Sheppard  v.  The 
MidUmd  Railway  Co.,  25  L.  T.  B.ep.,  879,  plaintiff,  while  wait- 
ing for  a  train  on  defendants'  railway,  was  walking  by  daylight 
in  DecefnJber  up  and  down  the  platform  of  one  of  their  stations. 
A  strip  of  ice  near  by,  an  inch  thick,  extended  half-way  across 
the  platform,  and  plaintiff  slipping  on  the  ice,  fell  and  sus- 
tained injuries,  in  respect  of  which  he  now  sued  for  damages. 
The  presence  of  the  ice  was  unexplained.  Held,  there  was 
evidence  for  the  jury  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  defendants. 
In  Wdfofre  v.  London  and  Brighton  Railrvay  Co.,  23  L.  J., 
N.  S.,  712,  it  is  laid  down  that  a  question  of  negligence 
turning  upon  the  nice  distinction  of  what  is  and  what 
is  not  reasonably  safe,  is  one  emphatically  for  the  jury;  on 
all  the  evidence  before  it,  and  the  Court  will  not  duitnrb 
Hi  finding.     L.  K.   6  0.  R,  14;  9S  £.  /.,  N.  &,  e78, 
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was  a  case  where  defendants'  servants  cut  grass  on  the 
banks  of  the  line  and  left  it  for  fourteen  days,  in  hot,  dry  wea- 
ther. Soon  after  passing  of  a  train  Are  broke  out  in  the  grass, 
extended  up  the  bank  to  a  bridge,  cros8ed  a  stubble  field  and 
road  to  plaintiiTs  cottage.  A  high  wind  was  blowing,  and 
the  cottage  was  500  yards  from  where  the  fire  broke  out 
Hdd^  affirming  0.  P.,  that  there  was  evidence  of  negligence, 
and,  if  so,  it  was  no  answer  for  defendants  to  say  the  damages 
were  greater  than  could  be  anticipated. 

It  was  contended  on  the  argument  there  was  evidence  of 
contributory  negligence.  I  saw  none.  I  can  find  no  ground 
for  such  a  proposition.  Had  the  explosion  resulted  from  gas 
legitimately  supplied  by  defendants  to  plaintiff,  then  their 
•blue-book  and  its  rules  might  possibly  apply.  In  the  present 
case  they  had  no  application,  for  obvious  reasons.  It  is  said 
the  damages  are  excessive.  They  are  large — ^more  than  I,  as 
a  juror,  probably  would  have  given ;  but,  that  point  was  not 
pressed  much  at  the  argument  Recent  Engliak  decisions 
would  not  warrant  interference  on  that  ground.  Having  no 
right  to  turn  gas  into  plaintiff's  prembes,  or  into  his  gas  pipes 
without  his  authority,  the  act  of  flushing  them  was,  in  the 
e}*e  of  the  law,  an  act  of  trespass.  If  defendants  could, 
unauthoriaed,  fill  a  foot  of  plaintiff^s  pipe,  they  could  fill  a 
thousand  ^  the  principle  is  the  same.  They  could  do  neither, 
to  my  mind,  and  do  it  at  their  peril.  Defendants'  contention 
was  that  plaintiff  should  have  closed  an  open  gas  pipe  within 
his  dwelling,  patent  to  his  eye ;  but,  if  he  was  not  aware  it 
connected  with  any  pipe  in  the  lane  or  elsewhere,  that  could 
cause  mischief  or  trouble,  "tad  he  does  not  do  it,  does  his  non« 
feasance  justify  defendants  invading  his  (plaintiff's)  premises 
with  their  gas  ?  Supposing  it  was  an  act  of  trespass  to  do  so, 
as  I  think  it  was,  still  I  was  and  am  of  the  opinion,  as  I  told 
the  jury,  that  after  six  months  after  defendants  removed 
their  meter,  till  they  proceeded  to  turn  on  the  gas  in  the 
street  a  careful,  prudent  manager  would  have  examined  the 
pipe  in  the  plaintiffs  premises.  He  would  be  a  trespasser,  it 
was  said,  if  he  offered  to  do  so.  That  is  more  than  doubtful, 
for  he  went  there  unbidden,  for  ought  that  appears,  to  remove 
the  meter,  and  he  left  couplings  on  the  end  of  the  pipe  to  be 
used  in  case  of  the  meter  being  replaced. 
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Bat,  if  the  jury  believed  plaintifi  and  his  witness  in  prv- 
ference  to  defendantf  -witoeases,  had  they  not  the  ondoobted 
right  to  do  so  7  In  that  case  defendants  workmeo's  atteotioQ 
VBs  called  to  the  dangerous  condition  of  the  pipe  in  ths  <rfBofr 
in  May.  They  lulled  plaintiff  into  a  kind  of  fatal  aecarity 
by  their  answer,  And  for  six  months  more,  the  results  jnitified 
their  reply  to  plaintiff  and  Min  Pwrdy. 

But,  defendants  then  do  an  aet  which  brought  down  mio 
and  mischief  upon  plaintiff  Addxton  on  Tort$,  979.  Mow 
it  is  said,  notice,  if  given  to  these  workmen,  the  servants  of 
defendants,  whom  they  employ  at  the  very  khtd  of  skilled 
work  which  wa^  required  to  close  Uie  open  pipe,  is  no  notke 
to  defendants.  The  cnrrast  of  authorities,  I  maintain,  is  all 
the  other  way,  and  if  it  were  not  so  in  these  days  when 
inoorporated  oompaniee  abound,  and  their  servants  only  arc 
accessible  for  such  purposes,  all  would  be  a  sea  of  anoertainty. 
Re^aondiat  Superior.    Story  on  Agmoy,  sec.  308. 

But  u-pao  this  point,  if  doubt  existed,  I  found  on  reference 
to  defendants  original  Charter  of  Ineorporaiion,  passed  S7th 
JfarcA,  18M,  and  the  16th  section,  there  is  a  very  nnnsaal 
clause  inserted  in  speciBcaUons,  fixing  upon  this  Company 
and  its  shareholders  all  the  "  responsibility,  duty  or  obligation 
of  commtm  law,  as  if  the  act  hod  never  been  passed."  Their 
liability  as  a  corporation,  therefore,  is  precisely  the  liability 
of  every  man  in  the  commnnity,  and  Vhen  a  notice  to  his 
servant  in  his  employ,  touching  subjects  within  the  scope  of 
his  employment,  would  be  notice  to  the  master,  it  would  be 
so  in  the  present  eu&  Reference,  therefore,  to  words  on 
Corporations  on  that  view  as  anthority,  is  needlev. 

In  conclusion,  I  hold  these  defendants  are  clearly  proven 

to  be  the  proximate  and  immediate  cause  of  the  explosion,  by 

an  unauthorised  act  of  tumiitg  their  gas  into  pl^tiS's  pipes. 

And  here  this  case  differs  entirely  from  the  ease  of  Bolden  v. 

Tht  Liverpool  Que  Co..  8  C  B.,  14.    They  there  turned  on  no 

quantity  of  gas,  causing  the  mischief,  |w  was  the 

Had.  defendants  then  had  a  stop-cock  outside  on 

nd  turned  on  the  gas  causing  the  explosion,  then 

admit,  woold  be  largely  a  parallel,  and  the  decision 

y.    Bat  without  these  there  is  no  aitnilarity  that  I 

raeogniM  ti  alL    The  dMnotion  betweao  the  «m> 
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aeenM  to  me,  obvious.  Defendants  «re  liable,  I  hold,  first,  as 
trespassers  in  throwing  down  along  his  own  pipes  a  dangerous 
combustible  ftuid,  such  Jis  gas,  and  thence  into  plaintiff's  pipes, 
when  it  was  in  the  defendants  power  to  prevent  it, — whereby 
the  explosion  described  took  place,  and  plaintiff's  wife,  &c., 
was  injured.  Secondly,  they  are  liable  for  not  ascertaining 
before  turning  on  the  gas,  that  plaintiff's  pipes  were  safe,  so 
as  tp  prevent  escape  into  his  dwelling, -by  this  old  branch 
from  the  lane  pipe,  which  they,  defendant,  had  introduced 
for  a  previous  proprietor,  though  safely  closed  in  Jamuiry, 
1870.  I  think  that  here  defendants  did  not  exercise  that 
earoftti  and  prudent  forethought  the  law  devolves  upon  them. 
And  thirdly,  with  the  contradictory  evidence  before  them,  if 
the  jury,  under  all  the  evidence,  chose  to  prefer  plaintiff  and 
his  witness  to  defendants  witnesses,  I  think  it  was  their 
prerogative  so  to  do,  and  for  these  and  other  reasons  I  need 
not  here  repeat,  I  am  of  opinion  that  defendants'  rule  nisi 
ahould  be  diachaig^d. 


THE  QUEEN  on  the  Relation  of  BOBT.  FBASER,  et  al. 

V. 

NEWELL  SNOW,  DAVID  A.  McDONALD  AND  THOMAS 

H.  HOWABD, 


Tub  rJitogi  In  this  oms  wogfat  to  hM,y  %  Ume  gmnied  by  tb«  Croini,  0f  oertain  goM 
aalniag  ftNMMl  aiidA,  oo  tiM  grouad  tiut  it  had  bMu  gnnted,  impiovidMitlj  uid  in  ueroga- 
tkn  of  niaton  rigfati.  Ttnty  kad  Uken  oat  nlaaae  in  April,  IMS,  but  w«ra  in  nrrean  for  rant 
tharaon  In  Febranry,  ISO,  whan  a  now  laaaa  #aa  talcan  oot»  and  aoma  rant  v^  on  ita  aooounti 
but  nono  of  tha  rant  then  orar^ua  paid.  Aftar  ivorking  on  the  araaa  for  a  month  all  oparatlqna 
wora  diaaoatinnad,  and  in  Ootobar  of  tha  aama  yaar  tha  Gold  Commiaalonar  dadarad  tlM  laaaa 
locfaltad,  and  grantad  tha  araaa  (o  othar  partiaa.  Tliia  laoM  alao  balng  forfaitad  anothar  laata 
waagiantad  to  third  partiaa  is  1806,  and  in  1868  tha  ratetota  aoaght  to  hava  thia  laaaa  aat 
aalda^  allaging  that  they  had  baan  mialad  u  to  tha  htw  by  tha  Daputy  Oold  Commiaalonar,  bat 
thia  vaa  aantndletad. 

flafd,  Ibat  tha  ralaton  bad  not  ahown  any  groond  tor  tha  laaaa  baing  aat  aalda,  thqr 
having  f cifaitad  all  claim  to  tha  araaa,  and  that  In  any  avant  thay  wara  too  late  In  applying 
iorraiiaC. 

BrrcHiE,  J.,  now  (May  19th,  1873,)  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court: — 

The  information  in  this  ease,  is  by  the  Attomey'G&neralj 
on  behalf  of  Ae  Queen,  on  the  relation  of  Robert  Fraser  and 
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others,  members  of  an  incorporated  joint  stock  company 
known  as  the  Middle  River  Union  Oold  Mining  Company t 
against  Newell  Snow,  David  A,  McDonald  and  Thomae  H. 
Howard^  and  seeks  to  set  aside  a  lease  of  a  mining  area  at 
Sherbrooke,  made  to  David  A.  McDonald,  and  by  him  assigned 
to  Newell  Snow,  as  having  been  made  iropronridently  and  in 
derogation  of  the  rights  of  the  relators  holding  an  equitable 
title  under  Her  Majesty,  which  Her  Majesty's  officers  were 


The  relators  found  their  rights  to  the  area  in  question  on 
an  application  made  in  April,  1862,  by  one  of  them,  Alex-- 
ander  Mwrray,  who  made  application  for  a  lease  of  it  in  bis 
own  name,  but  on  behalf  of  the  Company,  and  paid  one 
quarter's  rent,  which  the  law  required  to  be  paid  in  advance, 
and  then  entered  into  possession. 

The  Company  at  once  commenced  working  on  the  area, 
and  continued  to  do  so,  digging  and  crushing  quartz  and 
extracting  gold,  till  the  first  of  January  ensuing,  having  in 
the  meantime  put  up  a  small  building  on  it,  in  which  the  men 
lived. 

At  the  expiration  of  the  first  quarter,  the  Company  paid 
a  second  quarter's  rent,  after  which  no  further  payment  was 
again  made  on  this  application,  either  as  rent  or  royalty.  On 
the  6th  February,  1863,  application  was  made  for  the  same 
area  by  James  Reed  and  Alexander  McLean,  with  the  con- 
currence of  Alexander  Murray,  designating  it  on  the  applica* 
tion  as  formerly  '^Alexander  Murray's"  The  arrear  of  rent 
was  not  then  paid,  but  a  quarter's  rent  in  advance  was  paid 
by  the  applicants.  Reed  and  McLean. 

The  area  was  worked  by  the  Company  throughout  the 
month  of  February,  1863.  At  the  end  of  that  month  they 
stopped  work,  as  they  found  it  was  not  paying.  From 
February  to  May  or  June,  1864,  no  work  was  done  on  the 
area,  no  returns  made,  and  no  rent  or  royalty  paid.  There 
had  been  a  meeting  of  the  Company  on  the  27tk  January, 
1863,  when  it  was  resolved  that  the  work  should  be  carried 
on  for  a  month,  of  which  there  is  an  entry  in  the  book  of  the 
Company,  but  after  the  discontinuance  of  the  work,  though 
there  are  said  to  have  been  meetings,  no  record  of  them  or 
minutes  of  what  took  pkoe  at  them  appear  in  the  book. 
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Robert  Fnuer,  one  of  tbe  Company,  testifies  that  aboat 
the  last  of  SepUfmber,  or  about  the  Ist  of  OeUjber,  1863,  he  saw 
a  notice  which  had  been  posted  up  at  Benfrew,  calling  upon 
parties  to  take  out  their  leases  by  the  30th,  or  they  would 
forfeit  their  right  to  them ;  this  he  communicated  to  some 
members  of  the  Company,  and  he  was  by  them  sent  to  Sher^ 
brooke  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  notice,  and  on  his 
applying  to  Mr.  Pye,  the  Deputy  Gold  Commissioner,  he  was 
told  that  the  right  to  the  area  had  been  forfeited,  and  that  it 
had  been  applied  for  by  other  parties.  This  was  in  the  early 
part  of  OOober.  Application  was  then  made  to  the  Gold 
Commissioner  for  a  lease  without  sticcess.  Subsequently  the 
Legislature  was  petitioned  for  redress,  but  none  was  afforded. 

Murray^  in  May  or  Ju/ne,  1864,  went  upon  the  area  and 
commenced  to  work,  notwithstanding  the  resistance  of  the 
then  lessees,  and  took  out  8175  worth  of  gold,  after  which  it 
was  left  and  nothing  further  was  done  by  the  Company,  with 
the  exception  of  another  unsuccessful  application  to  the 
Legislature,  till  this  information  was  filed  in  December,  1868. 

It  was  not,  and  indeed  could  not  have  been,  contended 
that  the  relators  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  law, 
on  their  several  applications  for  a  lease,  and  if  a  lease  had 
been  actually  granted  to  them  it  would  have  become  liable  to 
forfeiture,  but  it  was  contended  that  they  had  been  misled  by 
the  Deputy  Gold  Commissioner,  who  had  informed  them  that 
he  would  give  them  notice  if  the  area  should  become  liable 
to  forfeiture  by  any  change  of  the  law  or  otherwise,  and  that 
when  they  had  applied  for  a  lease  before  a  default  on  their 
part,  it  could  not  be  obtained,  and  though  they  might  not 
have  had  a  strictiy  legal  right  to  a  lease,  they  had  such  an 
equitable  one  as  the  Deputy  Gold  Commissioner  should  have 
respected. 

Mr.  Pye,  the  Deputy  Gold  Commissioner,  substantially 
denies  the  statement  of  the  relators  who  testify  on  this  point 
He  says  the  lease  could  have  been  obtained  by  the  applicants 
on  going  to  his  ofiice  and  signing  it,  which  they  never  did. 
He  says  that  one  of  the  members  of  the  Company,  in 
February,  lb6S,( McLean)  asked  him  if  there  was  any  danger 
of  the  area  J)eoomiBg  forfeited  before  his  return  to  resume 
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work,  and  he  told  him  they  were  jast  then  enacting  laws  on 
the  gold  mines,  and  if  the  area  became  forfeited  before  the  1st 
Jvme  under  the  provisions  of  the  new  law,  he  would  give  him 
a  written  notice,  the  reply  to  which  was  that  he  or  some  one 
would  be  back  before  that  time  to  look  after  the  lot  and 
commence  work,  and  Mr.  Pye  9ays  he  told  McLean  the  lot 
would  be  forfeited  on  the  Ist  Jwne  unless'  the  quarter's  rent 
was  paid,  provided  there  was  no  change  in  the  law. 

Printed  notices  had  been  posted  at  OolderwUle  and  Sher- 
birooke,  calling  upon  parties  to  make  the  returns  as  required 
by  law  before  tho  Ist  SeptenJber^  and  on  the  1st  October^  1863, 
application  was  roa^e  for  a  lease  of  the  area  in  controversy 
by  AlexaTider  and  D.  McDoTudd  and  Harvey  Howard,  which 
was  granted,  and  they  held  under  it  two  years.  As  these 
parties  did  not  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  law  for  the 
second  year,  David  A,  McDonald  applied  for  and  obtained 
the  area  on  20th  Noveniher,  1865,  and  it  having  become  liable 
to  forfeiture  for  non-performance  of  the  required  amount  of 
work,  he  put  in  a  new  application  on  the  8th  December,  1S66, 
and  obtained  a  lease,  which  is  that  now  sought  to  be  set 
aside  as  having  been  improvidently  granted. 

On  the  4th  Jtdy,  1867,  Newell  Snow  made  a  purchase  of 
part  of  the  area  from  David  A.  McDonald,  on  behalf  of  the 
Wdlington  Oold  Mining  Co,,  of  which  he  was  agent,  the 
other  part  of  it  having  been  previously  sold  to  the  BodcweU 
Oold  Mining  Co.  Subsequently,  under  arrangements  between 
the  two  last-mentioned  companies,  the  lease  to  McDoncdd 
was  surrendered  and  a  lease  was  taken  out  by  the  WellingUm 
Oold  Mining  Co.  on  the  1 2th  October,  1867,  and  the  part 
purchased  by  the  Rockwell  Co.  was  subsequently  transferred 
to  them ;  so  that  both  these  companies  now  hold  under  this 
grant 

There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  indicate  that  the  title 
so  acquired  was  acquired  otherwise  than  in  the  strictest  good 
faith,  and  we  are  now  to  consider  whether  the  relators  have 
shown  such  a  right  to  the  area  as  will  warrant  the  Court  in 
deciding  it  should  be  invalidated  as  having  been  obtained 
illegally  and  in  derogation  of  their  just  rights. 

If  a  lease  were  given  to  a  person,  after  a  prior  application 
had  been  duly  made  by  another  who  had  fulfilled  all  the 
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reqairementas  of  ihe  law,  such  lease  would  have  been  made  in 
derogation  of  the  rights  of  the  prior  applicant ;  but  where 
sooh  prior  applicant  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  the  law  he  has  no  right,  legal  or  equitable;  to  claim  a  lease. 

The  relators,  when  they  made  a  second  application  for  the 
area  in  question,  owed  three  quarters'  rent  on  their  former 
application,  which  they  have  ne v  er  paid.  They  paid  a 
quarter's  rent  on  the  second  application,  and  before  the  area 
was  granted  to  other  parties  they  had  both  failed  to  pay  rent 
or  royalty  and  to  make  the  necessary  returns  as  required  by 
law.  On  their  renewed  application,  they  were  therefore,  in 
my  opinion,  not  in  a  position  to  insist  on  a  lease  being  granted 
to  them. 

If  the  evidence  of  the  relators  relative  to  the  statements 
and  promises  of  Mr.  Pye,  upon  which  their  case  mainly  rested* 
had  been  uncontradicted,  I  should  still  have  felt  bound  to  hold 
that  the  present  lessees  would  not  have  been  affected  by  them 
They  have  acquired  rights  under  the  law,  having  acted  in  all 
respects  in  accordanoe  with  its  provisions,  and  these  rights 
could  not,  in  my  opinion,  be  affected  by  the  claims  of 
parties  who  admit  that  they  have  failed  to  comply  with  such 
provisions,  and  who 'do  not  pretend,  to  have  a  legal  right  but 
a  merely  equitable  one  arising  out  of  their  alleged  ignorance 
of  the  law,  and  of  their  having  been  misled  by  the  verbal 
statements  and  promises  of  the  Deputy  QoM  Commissioner, 
of  which  the  subsequent  lessees  had  no  knowledge. 

It  is  impoi*tant  to  advert  to  the  delay  on  the  part  of  the 
relators  in  taking  legal  proceedings  to  assert  their  rights* 
If  they  had  any  their  course  should  have  been  at  once  to 
proceed,  by  information  or  otherwise,  to  have  the  lease  granted 
to.  Alexander  a^d  D.  McDonald  and  Howard,  in  October , 
18G3,  set  aside,  instead  of  waiting  for  five  years,  till  several 
successive  leases  had  been  granted,  iand  in  December,  1868, 
ask  the  Coui*t  to  set  aside  a  lease  granted  in  1866,  which  had 
been  surrendered  previously  to  the  filing  of  their  information, 
and  a  lease  of  the  area  in  question  had  been  granted  to  the 
Wellington  Oold  Mining  Co.,  not  a  party  to  these  proceedings, 
under  which  it  is  now  held,  and  which  last-mentioned  lease  is 
not  sought  to  be  set  aside  as  having  been  improvidently 
granted. 
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Mr.  James,  at  the  aigament,  relied  n^och  on  the  objection 
that  the  lease  to  Alexcmder  and  D.  MoDanald  and  Harvey 
Howard  was  void,  as  having  been  made,  as  he  contended, 
while  the  relators  were  in  possession  of  the  area.  I  am  not 
prepared  to  say  that  where  a  party  had  made  an  application 
and  paid  the  required  rent  in  advance,  but  had  not  taken  out 
a  lease,  and  had  subseqaentlj  left  because  the  mine  was  not 
found  to  pay,  and  had  neiUier  paid  rent  nor  royalty,  the 
Gold  Commissioner  would  not  have  been  justified  in  leasing 
the  area,  though  there  might  be  left  a  building  on  it  of  the 
character  described  in  the  evidence  in  this  case,  but  whatever 
consideration  that  objection  would  have  beeii  entitled  to  if  the 
proceedings  had  been  taken  to  set  aside  the  lease  to  the 
McDawMe  and  Howard  in  1868,  it  can,  I  think,  have  none 
on  the  lease  made  to  D.  ii.  MeDonald  in  1866  and  to  the 
WellvngUm  Oold  Mining  Co.  in  1867,  as  the  Crown  had 
acquired  ftall  possession  of  the  area  before  they  were  given. 

I  think  the  relators  have  altogether  failed  to  show  that 
the  prayer  of  the  information  should  be  granted. 


or  TBI 


SUPREME  COURT  OF  NOVA  SCOTIA, 

DECEMBER   TERM,    1873. 


ADAMS  V.  McFAKLANE  et  al. 


0.  btiBf  lugtly  lodeblod  lo  plBiatUP,  mi  •gnmnmA  wm  •ntortd  inU  In  I^embw,  180^ 
UhiIoo  or  btfora  Mnj  1ft,  1870,  •)!  Moomitai  ■hookl  be  wUlad  wd  AdJinUd  iMlwMn  tbo, 
midllMttlMBadkoiild9«jtQ|d«intlffaMto1]«BioiintloanddiMtoblmontiM^  adQaitoMM 
in  tbiM  ud  111  BiODthi  from  tlM  «ld  Uaj  lit  It  wm  fUilMr  ttlpnhl^d  In  the  •grMONBt 
that  In  «TtBt  or  C.  ftdUngtoadjint  ud  Mttlo  ibo  aooonnts  on  or  boiora  tiM  daj  OMotlenod^ 
tlMA  plalniiff  mlglit  «mn  an  ndJwIaMQt  lo  bo  BMde  by  cne  F.  bj  lUj  16(h,  or  m  toon  lhoro> 
oltor  M  thoouno  oonld  be  ooaaidotod,  wbloh  idjqitmont  shonld  be  m  bindtogupon  tho  portlw  m 
it  mado  Ij  tbem  In  fMnoo,  tnd  the  anoiint  foond  dot  tlienott  lo  bo  pnid  MbofonetipnlHlid. 
Iho  poiforaMaee  of  this  ifgMBunt,  on  the  port  of  0.,  wm  gvunatood  bj  Ibo  defrndnnAi 
wiUMot  uBj  limit  .being  Uttod  m  lo  their  UnbHItj  tboreonder.  Ko  ad^allDent  of  tho 
Moovmta  beioff  mado  In  December,  1800, 0.  end  one  of  the  defendanta  aoogbA,  In  April,  10911^  to 
effeet  n  aetUemont  wUh  pbintiff,  but  eoold  not  aneoeed  owtaw  to  pfarintlfl'a  oondoet,  and  on 
llftjrlOlh  the  whole  matter  waa  bonded  over  by  plalntifl  to  F.  wlm,  howover,  waa  p«wwHted 
from  fiving  hta  Immediate  attention  to  it,  and  did  not  make  bla  award  mitO  December  SInd, 
1870,  when  he  found  that  timwwaa  due  to  plalntifl  tho  eora  of  8lO,9M.O0i  Phdntiff  haHng 
aned  deAmdanta  on  their  ffoaianteo,  thej  pleaded  fmod  and  miarepraeentatlon,  and  that  plain- 
tiff bad,  bj  Ma  own  condnet,  nleaaed  them  fhim  their  liability.  In  topport  of  the  flvrt 
defenee  they  tntrodneed  atronf  erldence  to  proTo.  that  at  the  tlmo  of  the  aigning  of  tho 
fuanntee  pfadntlfl  had  laigely  nndereetlmated  the  amoontof  C'a  tndebtednem  to  him,  la 
order  to  indooe  them  to  enter  Into  the  Rtmrantoe.    This  pUlntifl  denied. 

Held,  That  whether  or  not  plaintiff  had  deoelTed  them  aa  to  tho  amount  of  Ck  indebted- 
neae  to  him,  they  were  raUored  tnm  all  UabOlty  under  tho  guarantee,  beeauae  he  had  by  hia 
own  oonduotao  delayed  the  adjoatment  between  himealf  and  0.  aa  to  materially  alter  their 
poaltlon,  the  agreement  being  that  on  the  amount  being  aaoertalned  C.  ihould  pej  plalntifl  fa^ 
three  and  elx  mootha  from  Hay  let,  wheraaa  F.'a  award  waa  not  mado  untU  mora  than  the 
els  monthe  had  fully  exptrad*  and  thia  delay  dinharged  the  defendanta^ 

The  deciaratlon  waa  eo  ftamed  aa  to  allege  that  defendanta,  aa  aoratlaa,  wwa Hable  io  pay^ 
to  plaintiff  in  one  turn,  on  tho  ISnd  December,  what  by  the  agreement  dookred  upon,  end 
whoee  peif ormanee  thaj  had  guaranteed,  0.,  their  prlndpal,  waa  bound  to  pay  In  two  enm^  ott 
Ut  of  Augwt  and  lit  of  November,  reepeetlTely.  It  alao  eontalnod  a  eoont  on  aa  aeeonni 
stated.    Defendanta  demnned  to  the  whole  declaration. 

HeU,  That  there  ahould  be  jndgmont  for  the  delbadaati  OB  the  ffnl  eount,  aad  lor  tha 
plaintiff  on  the  aeooDd- 

TouKO,  C.  J.,  now,  (December  20th,  1873,)  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  Court : — 

This  case  was  argued  befpi-e  us  during  the  last  Term  on  a 
demurrer  to  the  declaration  and  on  a  rule  niH  for  a  new  trial. 
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The  defendants  are  sareties,  and  a  verdict  passed  agunst  them 
at  Amherst  for  the  full  amount  of  the  plaintiflTs  claim,  being 
the  sum  of  $10,924.60  awarded  to  him  under  an  agreement 
made  between  the  plaintiff  and  Oeorge  W.  Cutter,  for  the 
performance  of-  which  by  Gutter  the  defendants  gave  a  con- 
temporaneous guarantee  in  writing.  The  plaiatiff  was  the 
agent  of  Cutter  at  Portland,  in  the  State  of  Maine,  for  the 
disposal  of  his  grind  stones,  and  in  December,  1869>  the  plaintiff 
claiming  a  considerable  sum  to.be  due  to  him,  attached  certain 
property  of  Cutter  i  n  Maine,  and  in  Boston,  which  he  surren- 
dered on  the  agreement  and  guarantee  being  entered  into. 
The  agreement,  after  reciting  these  facts,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
would  discount  half  of  the  compensation  due  him  for  a  certain 
defined  period,  provides  as  follows : 

"  That  he  the  said  Cutter,  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  May, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy, 
will  adjust  and  settle  all  the  mutual  accounts  pertaining  to 
the  aforesaid  business  between  himself  and  said  Adams, 
including  interest  and  services  and  expenses,  taking  the 
annexed  statements  of  disbursements  and  collections  as  correct 
to  this  date,  and  will  pay  to  the  said  Adams,  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  the  full  amount  that  shall  be  found 
due  to  him  the  Kaid  Adams,  upon  such  adjustment  and  settle* 
ment  of  accounts  as  aforesaid,  less  one-half  of  the  amount 
for  his  said  Adams*  services  since  January  1st,  A.  D.  1868, 
as  ascertained  and  computed  on  such  adjustment  in  three  and 
six  months  from  siud  first  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1870,  with 
interest" 

It  then  stipulates  for  the  giving  up  of  certain  acceptances 
to  Adams,  on  which  no  question  arises,  and  proceeds  thus  : 

'*  And  the  said  CtUter,  in  consideration  of  the  premises, 
further  contracts  and  agrees  to  and  with  the  said  Adams,  his 
heirs  and  administrators,  that  in  case  he  the  said  Cutter  shall 
neglect  or  fail  to  comply  with  or  perform  his  aforesaid  con- 
tract and  agreement  to  adjust  and  settle  the  accounts  afore- 
said, on  or  before  the  first  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1870,  then  the 
said  il cZams  may  cause  a  statement  and  adjustment  of  the 
aaid  accounts  to  be  made  by  Daniel  W.  Fessenden,  of  PorlUmd, 
by  the  fifteenth  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1870,  or  as  soon  thereafter 
as  the  same  can  be  completed,  who  shall  proceed  without  other 


DECEUBER,   187S.  S81 

notice  to  him  the  said  CvMer,  and  whose  adjustment  shall  be 
as  binding  upon  the  parties  hereto  as  if  made  by  them  in 
person ;  and  that  he  the  said  Cutter  will  pay  or  cause  to  be 
paid  to  said  AdaTna,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
the  amount  found  to  be  due  on.  such  adjustment,  less  the 
discount  on  the  amount  due  for  services  rendered  since 
January  1st,  A.  D.  1868  as  aforesaid,  in  three  and  six  months 
from  said  first  day  of  May^  A.  D.  1870»  with  interest  from 
that  date." 

Adams  then  agrees  as  follows : 

''And  the  said. ii clams,  in  consideration  of  the  premises 
and  of  the  guaranty  of  the  performance  of  said  Cutter's  afore- 
said contract  and  agreement  by  Alexander  McFarldne  and 
A.  W.  Masters  A  Co.^  to  use  all  due' and  reasonable  diligence 
in  the  collection  of  any  sums  now  remaining  unpaid  for  stone 
sold  by  him  as  agent  aforesaid  and  to  pass  the  amount  received 
to  ihe  credit  of  said  Cutter,  and  to  produce  all  his  books  and 
accounts  as  aforesaid,  and  to  surrender  his  said  agency,  and 
does  hereby  relinquish  his  said  attachment  of  the  property  of 
said  CuUer,  and  discontinue  his  aforesaid  action  at  law  against 
said  Cutter,  and  surrender  and  give  up  his  lien  upon  all  grind- 
stones and  other  chattels  of  said  Cutter,  now  in  the  hands  or 
under  th^  control  of  him  the  said  Adams!*  Upon  the  same 
day,  the  15th  December,  186d,  the  following  guarantee  was 
signed : — 

**  In  consideration  of  the  within  consideration  and  agree- 
ment  for. the  settlement  of  the  affairs  and  mutual  accounts 
between  ^Oeorge  W.'  Cutter  and  Sumner  Adams,  we  hereby 
guarantee  to  said  Adams,  his  executors  and  assigns,  ihe 
performance  of  all  and  singular  the  promises  and  agreements 
within  contained  on  the  part  of  said  Cutter*  to  be  done  and 
performed ;  hereby  waiving  all  demand  and  notice  to  us  or 
either  of  us. 

In  witness  whereof  we  have  hereunto  subscribed  onr 
names  this  fifteenth  day  of  December,  A.  D.  1869. 

(Sgd.)       Alex.  McFablanb, 
(Sgd.)       A.  W.  Masters  &  Ck). 

Witness,  (Sgd.)  W.  Webb.'' 
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The  suit  was  brought  S7th  Janwiry,  1871,  and  came  on 
for  trial  before  Mr.  Juntice  Ritchie^  21st  Auguet,  1871»  when 
the  plaintiff  Adams,  Ctdhoun  and  McFarUme,  two  of  the 
defendants,  and  Cutter  were  examined,  and  the  papers  pat  in 
evidence.  The  fifth  plea  alleges  that  the  gnarantee  was 
obtained  from  the  defendants  by  the  fraud  and  misrepresenta- 
tions of  the  plaintiff,  and  this,  as  appeared  upon  the  trial, 
turned  chiefly  upon  the  amount  of  bis  claim.  He  alleged  that 
he  stated  the  amount  at  the  time  as  about  $18,000,  and  that 
the  balance  of  S2,500,  as  made  out  from  the  books,  and 
appearing  in  the  annexes  to  the  agreement,,  excluded  some  of 
the  most  material  items,  and  included  stone  sold  but  not  paid 
for.  He  denies  that  he  ever  told  the  defendants  or  ChUter 
that  the  balance  due  him  was  not  more  than  $3,500,  or  at  the 
outside  $1,000,  but  on  the  contrary  be  told  Calhoun  before 
the  security  was  signed  that  there  would  be  913,000  due  him 
on  a  full  setUeraent  In  all  this  he  is  expressly  contradicted. 
Calhoun  took  the  statement  of  S2,515  from  the  plaintiff's 
books,  which  both  the  plaintiff  and  Cutter,  be  says,  admitted 
to  be  correct,  and  understood  that  it  was  not  to  be  substantially 
varied.  He  asked  plaintiff  what  he  thought  the  full  amount 
would  be,  aind  plaintiff  said  he  thought  not  more  than  $3,500 
or  $4,000.  Plaintiff  made  the  same  statement  to  McFarlaney 
who  said  :  "  If  you  do  not  think  the  amount  will  be  greater, 
then  we  will  guarantee  it."  The  amount  of  $6,000  or  $8,000, 
uncollected  for  stones  sold,  Calhoun  never  heard  of  till  plain- 
tiff stated  it  in  Court  On  his  cross-examination  Calhoun 
says  he  told  plaintiff  he  would  advise  Cutter  rather  than  have 
further  trouble  to  pay  him  $3,000.  CalhoUn  mentioned  this 
to  Cutter,  who  said  no — there  was  no  such  amount  due.  Cutter 
C9pifirms  this  as  his  estimate,  and  never  heard  plaintiff  claim 
$13,000  or  any  larger  sum  as  the  probable  amount  due  him. 
McFarlane  testifies  that  plaintiff  told  him  he  thought  from 
$3,000  to  $4,000  was  due  to  him.  McFarlane  said  that  at 
any  rate  that  amount  would  cover  it.  The  plaintiff  said  yes. 
McFarlane,  before  signing,  said  to  plaintiff:  ''  If  the  amount 
does  not  exceed  the  amount  you  name  I  will  sign.''  He  adds 
that  the  whole  amount  of  stone  handed  over  did  not  meet 
Adams*  acceptance — ^he  never  received  one  dollar — ^bad  to  pay 
a  draft  for  $1,600,  and  has  received  nothing  since. 
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It  will  be  seen  from  this  evidence  that  the  extent  of  the 
guarantee  is  a  very  material  inquiry,  to  which  I  shall  hereafter 
revert 

It  appears  fnrther  from  the  minutes  that  no  adjustment  of 
the  accounts  having  taken  place  in  December,  ChUter  and 
CaVumn  returned  to  Portland  in  April,  1870,  with  the 
expectation  of  effecting  a  settlement,  but  did  not  succeed. 
There  is  contradictory  evidence  also  upon  what  Caihoun  did 
at  this  time.  Adiime  says  that  Cutter  and  he  could  not  come 
to  a  settlement,  and  were  engaged  at  it  a  great  part  of  two 
days.  Calhoun  says  that  they  asked  plaintiff  for  the  accounts 
over  and  over  again  and  could  not  get  them.  They  remained 
two  days,  and  plaintiff  said  he  thought  the  matter  would  have 
to  go  to  Feaeenden.  Cutter  says  they  made  every  exertion  in 
their  power  to  get  the  account  adjusted,  but  could  not 

Finally  the  whole  matter  was  handed  over  by  Adams  to 
Mr.  Feea&nden  about  th^lOth  of  May.  He  (Fessenden)  was 
prevented  by  his  oflScial  duties  and  the  illness  of  his  family 
from  taking  it  up,  although  repeatedly  urged  to  do  so  by 
plaintiff,  and  at  length,  after  having  been  attended  upon  by 
AdaTna  and  Cutter  and  their  counsel,  made  his  award  in  favor 
of  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $10,924.80. 

This  award  having  been  made  after  hearing  Cutter  and  his 
counsel,  and  apparently  in  good  faith  may  be  binding  on  him. 
The  question  is  whether  it  is  also  binding  on  the  defendants, 
considering  the  period  at  which  it  was  made  and  the  amount 
so  inrg^ly  exceeding  what,  as  they  have  testified,  they  were 
led  to  expect 

*  The  balance  that  should  be  found  due  by  Cutter  on  the 
adjustment  was  to  be  paid  by  him  in  three  and  six  months 
from  May,  1870,  with  interest  from  that  date,  and  these  were 
the  two  payments  guaranteed  by  the  defendants.  But  on  1st 
August  and  1st  November,  1870,  when  they  were  to  have  been 
made,  no  adjustment  had  taken  place. 

The  agreement  provided  that  the  adjustment,  if  it  went  to 
Feaeenden,  was  to  be  made  "  by  the  15th  day  of  May,  1870, 
or  as  soon  thereafter  as  the  same  can  be  completed."  Does 
this  extend  to  the  22nd  of  December,  1870,  with  a  continuing 
liability  of  the  defendants.  Whose  relations  to  CvMer  and  his 
own  position  and  circumstances  may  in  the  meanwhile  have 
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entirelj  changed?  Then  Again  did  the  plaintiff  fulfil  hia 
duty  to  the  sureties,  and  is  ha  in  any  way  responsible  for  the 
delay  ? 

With  a  view  to  these  inquiries  let  lis  look  at  some  of  the 
principles  and  cares  in  this  branch  of  the  law«  In  constrain^; 
the  guarantee,  as  is  the  rule  with  other  instruments  in  writing, 
we  must  look  to  the  surrounding  circumstances,  to  the  subject 
matter  which  the  parties  bad  in  contemplation  when  the 
guarantee  was  given — ^not  for  the  purpose  of  altering  the  terms 
of  the  guarantee  by  words  of  mouth  passing  at  the  time,  but 
as  part  of  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  in  order  to  determine 
what  was  the  scope  and  object  of  the  instrument  given. 
Heffidd  v.  Meadows,  4  L.  R  C.  R  590.  "  We  ought  to  look,** 
says  Bayley,  Bi,  "  at  the  surrounding  circumstances  to  see 
what  the  contract  really  was."  Simpaon  v.  RevUon,  2  N.  &  IL, 
52.  If  the  language  of  the  surety  is  ambiguous,  it  is  to  be 
taken  modt  strongly  against  himself.  BtoovtCb  Maaim$,  675 ; 
Fraighton  y.Ryeraan,  decided  in  thia^Conrt  in  1870*;  SBvng.^ 
244.  The  contract  being  atricti  juria,  or  as  some  jurists 
declare  it,  being  atridiaaimi  juria,  has  to  be  examined  with 
reference  to  the  subject  or  amount  for  which  the  surety  makes 
himself  liable,  the  persons  for  whom  and  to  whom  be  engages 
to  be  liable,  and  the  time  during  which  he  engages  to  continue 
liable.  Surge  on  Suretyahip,  46.  The  ocmtract  is  to  be 
construed,  if  not  strictly,  accurately.  Paraoiia  on  CorUracta, 
L,  495.  Now  for  a  few  of  the  cases.  Baicon  v.  Cheaney, 
1  Stark.  B.,  192,  per  Lord  EUenborough :  "  The  claim  against 
a  surety  is  atridiaaimi  jnria^  and  it  is  incumbent  on  the 
plaintiff  to  show  that  the  terms  of  the  guarantee  have  been 
strictly  complied  with,"  and  in  a  note  thereto,  per  Buller,  JT, 
'*  As  against  a  surety  a  contract  cannot  be  carried  beyond  the 
strict  letter  of  it"  Straton  v.  Bastall,  2  T  B,  370 ;  also  Qlyn  v. 
Hertel,  in  the  same  words  per  BaUas,  J.,  8  Taunt.,208;  Evana  v. 
Wyhle,  5  Bing.,  485,  Bed.,  C.  J. :  "  Guai-antees  ought  to  receive  a 
strict  construction,  and  they  should  be  so  drawn  up  as  to 
embrace  in  terms  the  dealing  intended  to  be  guaranteed."  Hall 
V.  BadUy,  5  Bing.,  54.  Evidence  that  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  trade  the  plaintiff  delivered  coal  to  Kath.  HadUy  daily, 
and  that  at  the  end  of  every  month  he  gave  a  bill  payable  at 
two  months.    The  defendant's  guarantee  was  for  the  payment 
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of  coab  to  be  delivered  to  N.  H,  at  a  credit  of  two  months 
from  the  delivery.  Held  not  sufficient.  "  With  every 
anxiety."  said  Best,  C.  J.,  **  to  get  rid  of  the  nonsuit  in  this 
case,  we  are  of  opinion  it  cannot  be  set  aside." 

"The  plain  and  manifest  intent"  says  DailaSt  ^-i  "is 
always  to  be  looked  to."  Now,  what  was  the  plain  and  matii^- 
fest  intent  here?  The  defendants  have  signed  a  guarantee 
without  limiting  the  amount— an  imprudence  which  throws 
the  onus  of  attacking  it  on  them,  and  although  the  jury, 
induced  perhaps  by  the  deposition  of  WMf  that  ^  chains  several 
times  stated  his  claim  in  the  presence  of  the  othei^  parties,  at 
$16,000,  have  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  issue  of  fmud  and 
misrepresentation,  still,  I  must  confe&s,  looking  to  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances  and  to  the  evidence  of  both  the 
defendants  and  CuMe9\  that  I  should  have  been  better  satisfied, 
had  a  question  as  to  the  amount  they  intended  apd  agreed  to 
guarantee  been  submitted  to  the  jury  in  express  terms. 

We  must  recollect,  too,  that  an  unmense  power,  and  that 
of  an  unusual  kin<l.  was  to  l>e  entrusteil  to  Mr,  Fesseihdent 
"  in  case  Catter  should  neglect  and  fail  to  comply  with  and 
perform  his  contract  and  agreement  to  a<1jiist  and  settle  the 
accounts,  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  May,  1870."  Now,  if 
the  plaintiff  was  in  fault  between  Deo&uihev,  1H69  and  May, 
1S70,  in  neglecting  to  render  his  accounts,  and  especially, 
during  the  two  days  in  April,  1870,  when  Gaiter  And  Cidhaan 
were  in  Portland,  he  cannot  avail  himaelf  of  his  own  wix>ng. 
It  is  obvious,  from  the  language  of  the  charge,  that  this  was 
the  Judge's  opinion,  and  I  cannot  but  concur  with  it.  There 
was  a  condition  here  to  be  performed  by  Adams  as  well 
as  by  CuMer,  and  the  rule  is  that  if  the  continued  liability 
of  the  surety  is  made  dependent  upon  the  observance  of 
certain  terms  and  conditions  by  the  ci*edit6rs,  these  terms 
must  be  strictly  observed,  or  the  surety  will  be  discharged. 
Addison  on  Contracts,  575. 

The  case  of  Waits  v.  SluitUeworth,  5  H.  &  N.,  247,  affirmed 
by  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  5  L.  T.  R.,  58,  is  very  instructive 
upon  this  head.  Pallodc,  C.  B.,  said ;  *'  The  rule  in  Equity 
seems  to  be,  that  if  the  party  guaranteed  does  any  act  injurious 
to  the  surety  or  inconsistent  with  his  rights,  or  if  be  omita  to 
do  anythioff  which  his  duty  enjoins  him  to  do,  and  the  omit^ 
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sion  proves  injurious  to  the  surety,  the  latter  will  be 
discharged."  Ho  then  cites  Storey's  Equity  Jurisp'^^udencer 
and  the  case  of  Pearl  v.  Beacon,  24  Beavan,  186-191,  where  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  approving  of  the  decision  in  14  Ves.,  164^ 
says,  that  the  rights  of  a  surety  depend  rather  on  principle* 
of  equity  than  upon  the  actual  contract — that  the  right  of  the 
surety  depends  on  the  equitable  relation  of  the  parties. 

Hence,  it  is  laid  down  in  Owen  v.  Boman,  3  McN,&  Gordon, 
378-396,  that  the  creditor  must  make  a  full,  fair,  and  honest 
communication  to  the  surety,  of  all  circumstances  connected 
with  the  transaction  to  which  the  suretyship  is  tabe  applied, 
which  are  calculated  to  influence  the  discretion  of  the  surety 
into  entering  into  the  required  obligation.  It  is  true  that  thi^ 
last  is  an  eqitable  case,  and  that  in  Watts  v.  ShutUeworUi  there 
was  an  equitable  plea,  which  there  is  not  here ;  but,  the 
doctrine  in  the  two  courts  cannot  essentially  differ.  Putting 
the  amount  of  the  award- altogether  aside,  it  is  cleai  that  the 
liability  of  the  sureties,  whether  for  a  larger  or  lesser  sum, 
was  to  be  ascertained  by  the  first  day  of  May,  1870,  or  by  the 
loth  at  all  events,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  the  adjustment 
could  be  completed,  and  the  sum  so  ascertained  was  to  be 
paid  in  equal  halvas,  with  interest,  as  I  have  said,  on  the  1st 
of  August  and  November  thereafter.  Was  it  a  reasonable- 
delay,  then,  which  postponed  the  adjustment,  without  the 
consent  of  the  sureties,  till  Decembei^  or  was  it  such  a  delay 
as  sustained  their  3rd  and  6th  pleas,  and  discharged  them  of 
liability  ?  The  learned  Judge,  with  some  hesitation,  treated 
this  as  a  question  for  the  jury ;  but  I  think  it  a  question  of 
construction  for  the  Court,  to  be  determined  in  the  light  of 
all  the  circumstances  in  proof. 

Turning  again  to  Equity,  I  refer  to  the  case  of  Tucker  v^ 
Laivg,  2  Kay  &  Johnson,  745,  where  it  is  said  that  it  is  not 
every  alteration  of  the  position  of  a  surety  by  the  act  of  the 
ci  editor,  that  discharged  the  surety.  To  have  thia  eflect,  the 
alteration  must  be  such  as  interferes  for  a  time  with  his 
remedies  against  the  principal  debtor.  Now,  the  defendant's 
remedies  against  Cutter,  although  practically  they  might  have 
been  worth  little,  were  to  have  accrued  on  their  payment  of 
the  first  moiety  on  the  Ist  of  August.  The  delay,  therefore, 
did  interfere  with  their  remedies  and  came  within  the  rale. 
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There  is  another  view  of  this  case,  which,  although  it  was  not 
mooted  at  the  argument,  it  may  be  well  to  notice.  In  the 
agreement  it  is  said,  "That  Cutter  is  indebted  to  AdaToa  in 
an  amount  which  is  as  yet  unliquidated,"  and  Cutter^  as  we 
have  seen,  "  contracts  that  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  May, 
1870,  he  will  adjust  and  settle  all  the  mutual  accounts  per- 
taining to  the  business  between  him  and  Adama,  and  will  pay 
to  Adama  the  full  amount  that  shall  be  found  due  to  him 
upon  such  adjustment  and  settlement  of  accounts.'*  The  pay- 
ment, therefore,  was  to  depend  upon  the  adjustment,  and  it 
appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  adjustment  was  hindered 
and  ultimately  defeated  as  between  Adama  and  Cutter,  by 
the  delays  of  Adama  himself.  It  is  for  this  reason,  perhaps, 
that  Cutter* a  failure  to  adjust  and  pay  the  balance  before  the 
reference  to  Feaaendeti,  although  charged  in  the  declaration 
as  the  cause  of  that  reference,  is  not  charged  as  a  ground  for 
the  claim  of  damages,  which  are  put  at  the 'full  sum  awarded 
by  Feaaenden,  If  damages  would  be  recovered  under  the 
above  clauses  for  the  alleged  failure  of  Cutter  to  adjust  and 
settk  before  the  Is  oft  May,  they  could  only  be  unliquidated 
damacres  on  a  declaration  difTerentlv  framed.  It  would  be 
impossible,  I  think,  on  such  a  claim,  to  sustain  a  verdict  for 
the  sum  awarded  by  Feaaeiiden,  as  against  the  defendantH 
depriving  them  of  the  protection  the  agreement  afforded  them 
in  point  both  of  adjustment  and  of  time.  For  these  combined 
reasons — that  Fe8aenden*8  award  was  not  made  in  time — that 
the  delay  has  discharged  the  defendants,  as  sureties,  and  that 
the  full  amount  cannot  be  recovered  from  them  as  unliquidated 
damages,  I  think  that  the  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for 
tliaf  amount  should  lie  set  aside. 

Our  judgment  on  the  demurrer  will  depend  chiefly,  if  not 
altogether,  upon  technical  grounds.  The  first  count  sets  oat 
the  agreement  of  Becem,her  loth,  1869,  with  a  material  omis- 
sion, however,  as  we  now  leaiTi,  affecting  the  whole  contract, 
but  which,  of  course,  we  cannot  consider  in  this  part  of  our 
judgment.  The  agreement  must  now  be  looked  to  as  it  is 
represented,  not  as  it  was  ;  but  the  count  sets  out  the  promise 
by  Cutter  to  adjust  and  pay  the  amount  found  to  be  due  to 
plaintiff  on  such  adjustment  in  one  and  six  months  from  said 
first  of  May^  with  interest    It  then  alleges,  on  Cutter'B  failure 
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to  adjust  and  settle  the  accounts,  the  award  by  Fessenden 
bearing  date  the  22nd  of  December,  1870,  and  the  guarantee 
by  defendants,  in  consideration  of  the  agreement  to  the 
plaintiff,  for  the  performance  by  C^ter  of  hie  promise,  and 
the  defendants  liability  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  awarded 
by  Fessenden,  with  interest,  from  May  1st,  on  the  22nd  of 
DeceTiiher.  1870 — that  is,  the  sureties  are  charged  as  liable  to 
pay,  in  one  snm,  on  the  22nd  of  Decenil)er,  1870,  without 
demand  or  notice,  what  CtUter  had  bound  himself  to  pay,  and 
the  defendants  had  guaranteed  that  he  would  pay  in  equal 
moieties,  on  the  first  days  of  August  and  Novembei\  Here 
arises,  on  the  face  of  the  account,  notwithstanding  the  omission 
I  haVe  noted,  the  same  incongruity,  the  same  alteration  in  the 
position  of  the  principal  and  sureties  that  I  have  already 
insisted  on  rendering,  as  I  think,  this  first  count  bad  in  sub- 
stance. 

The  second  count  is  an  account  stated,  and  the  demurrer 
being  to  ihe  whole  declaration,  it  cannot,  of  course,  as  to  that 
count,  be  sustained.  By  the  modem  rule,  ihe  plaintiff,  where 
one  or  more  of  the  counts  demurred  to  are  good,  is  no  longer 
entitled  to  a  judgment  on  the  whole*  demurrer  as  being  too 
large.    BulUn  Jk  Leake,  823 ;  Briscoe  v.  HiU,  10  M.  k  W.,  7S5. 

The  question  raised  on  the  first  count  turns  upon  a  very 
nice  point  of  pleading.  If  OtUter^s  neglect  in  the  first  instance 
to  adjust  and  settle  was,  of  itself,  a  ground  of  action,  the 
defect  in  that  count  was  the  want  of  a  specific  breach  thereon, 
and  I  have  not  found  any  case  precisely  in  point.  The  nearest 
approach  to  it  is  the  case  of  Marsh  v.  Suited,  5  B.  &  Ala.,  507. 
See  also  Chamley  v.  Winstarlejf,  5  East,  266,  and  Head  v. 
BaJdrey,  6  A.  &  E.,  439 ;  Stqphenon  Pleading,  9th  American 
Edition,  145.  According  to  our  practice,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  defendants  are  entitled  to  our  judgment  on  the  first  oount» 
and  the  plaintiff  to  our  judgment  on  the  second. 
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In   Rk   SWORD'S  LEASE. 


A  UAtt  off  etrUta  tMl  nmm  gnmUNl  to  &  «m  dedand  fovfelltd  hy  (h«  OommiMtoBor 
«(  MliMa,  oo  Um  Kromd  tha  tlM  araM  bad  betn  abaiMOfMd,  and  no!  affaellwly  and  eoB  • 
tfnoally  workid  for  Um  tpaea  of  out  year.  &  wm  tibmni  fron  the  Provinoe  at  the  thna  tha 
pfooeedlaga  vera  taken,  and  the  oaljr  noiloe  flven  hln  waa  hj  neana  of  a  piqier  poettd  opoa 
a  dUf  near  the  eea^hora,  the  areaa  being  under  water.  Thla  notka  waa  defeotive  for  want  of 
deftnlteneei  aa  to  the  ehwrfee  agalnat  8.,' and  moreorer,  thore  waa  no  evldonoe  given  befon  tho 
OooBBdeeionor  that  the  flberlil  who  poated  the  nodoe  had  made  anjr  tnqaliy  to  aacartaln 
whotber  then  waa  any  agant  or  penon  anpkqrad  In  oooncotlwn  with  the  twemleee  upon  whom. 
In  the  ahienee  of  &,  the  notice  eonld  have  been  aerrvd,  nor  waa  any  arldenee  giran  aa  to  the 
loealtty  of  the  dlff  upon  whidi  the  paper  waa  poated,  or  tti  cootignlty  to  the  aiaaa  to 


B$ldt  That  the  preliminary  noCloe  bdng  dalldent  to  eo  munj  polnta,  all  prooea^higB 
fOondad  iqion  it  ware  void,  and  thamfore  tha  taifMtara  miiat  be  aat  aaldOb 

DesBarbes,  J^  now,  (D^eeember  S2nd,  1873.)  deliver^ 
tho  judgment  of  the  Court : 

This  case  was  argued  before  us  «t  the  last  term,  under  a 
rule  nisi  granted  by  this  Court  to  set  aside  and  cancel  an 
order  or  judgment  of  forfeiture  made  and  given  by  the  JJofk 
Robert  BcberUan,  lato  Commissioner  oi  Public  Works  and 
Mines,  of  a  lease  executed  on  the  part  of  the  Crown  on  the 
first  of  June,  1867,  to  William  SwM'd,  since  deceased,  of -a 
coal  mining  area  situate  on  the  shore  in  the  County  and 
Island  of  Cape  Breton. 

The  grounds  set  forth  in  the  rule,  upon  which  it  is  sought 
to  sot  aside  the  order  of  forfeiture  arc,  first.  That*  the  order  or 
judgment  and  all  proceedings  on  wliich  it  is  founded,  is  and 
are  illegal,  irregular,  and  not  in  conformity  with  the  statutes; 
arid,  secondly,  Because  there  was  no  notice  given  to  the  lessee, 
William  Sword,  as  required  by  law,  and  that  thn  Commis- 
sioner of  Mines  had  no  authority  to  make  the  order  and 
pronounce  the  judgment. 

It  appears  from  the  papere  sent  up  to  this  Court  under 
the  writ  of  certiorari  issued  in  this  ehtue,  that  the  proeeedings 
in  it  were  instituted  by  the  Commissioner  of  Minos,  at  the 
inbtance  of,  and  on  a  representation  in  writing  made  to  him 
by  John  B.  Campbell,  dated  15th  September,  1M69,  marked 
"  A,"*  calling  the  attention  of  the  Commissioner  to  the  fact 
thatSfcwrcTs  lease  was  forfeitable  ''under  section  100  of  the  Act 
consolidating  the  statutes  relating  to  Mines  and  Minerals,  he 
having  &iled  to  comply  with  the  conditions  of  his  lease.** 
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Acting  on  that  representation,  the  Commissioner  of  Mines,  on 
the  v'Sth  of  May,  1870,  addressed  a  notice  to  William  Swords 
marked  •*  B."  to  the  following  effect :  "It  has  been  represented 
to  me  tliat  you  have  failed  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
the  lease  granted  to  you  bj'  Her  Majesty  the  Queen,  of  a  coal 
area  near  GUice  Bay,  in  the  County  of  Cape  Breton,  dated 
June  1st,  1867,  and  that  you  have,  for  the  space  of  one  year, 
abandoned,  and  have  not  effectively  and  continually  worked 
the  said  area.   I,  therefore,  as  per  clause  109  of  the  Act  relating 
to  Mines  and  Minerals,  give  notice  that  on  \Yednc8day,  the  first 
day  of  June,  1870,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  I  will  hold 
a  Court  in    my   office,   in   Halifax,  to   investigate   the   said 
representation,  and   )'ou  will  govern   yourself  accordingly;' 
This  paper,  as  appears  from  an  affidavit  of  Charles  W.  Hill, 
was  on  the  12th  Afay,  1870,  by  him  placed  on  the  edge  of  a 
cliff  at  the  sea  shore  between  Bridgeport  and  Glace  Bay,  in 
the  County  of  Cape  Breton,  as  a  notice  to  William  Svnyixl 
of  the  investigation  intended  to  be  made  by  the  Commissioner 
of  Mines  for  the  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  lease  under 
the  section  named.    The  Court,  presided  over  by  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Mines  met  pursuant  to  the  notice,  at  the  time  and 
place  appointed,  and  on  that  day  the  representation  contained 
in  the  letter  of  Mr,  Campbell  to  the  Commissioner  of  Mines, 
marked  "  A."  was  produced  and  put  in,  together  with  the 
affidavit  of  Mr,  Hill  of  the  service  of  notice  upon   WiUia^ift 
Sword,  as  therein  described.     The  Court  met  for  the  third 
time  on  the  4th  JvAie,  1870,  and  upon  that  occasion  Jotin 
Rutlierford,  Inspector  of  Mines,  was  examined  as  a  witness 
and  testified  that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  propert}',  saw  it 
last  fall,  visited  it  officially  then  and  observed  that  the  area 
in  question  had  not  any  work  done  on  it ;  that  all  returns 
from  coal  mines,  according  to  the  course  of  business  in  the 
office,  passed  through  his  hands,  and  no  returns  from  this  area 
had  ever  been  nmde  to  the  Commissioner  of  Mines  and  Works 
office,  and  nothing  had  been  done  on  this  area  from  the  time 
of  the  application  to  the  time  of  the  obtaining  the  lease  of 
the  area  by  William  Sword, 

Upon  this  evidence  alone  the  Coramiasioner  of  Mines,  on 
the  first  of  Jxdy,  1870,  pronounced  judgment  on  the  question 
involved,  to  the  effect  that  after  a  full  investigation  of  the 
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chargas  made  by  John  B,  Camphdl  against  William  Sword 
for  non-fulfilment  of  the  conditions  of  the  lease,  he  had 
decided  that  the  charges  were  fully  sustained,  and  therefore 
declared  the  lease  forfeited. 

On  the  4th  August,  1870,  the  copy  of  a  notice  dated  6th 
Jvly  of  that  year,  addressed  to  WUliavi  Sword  and  signed 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Mines,  announcing  his  judgment  of 
forfeiture,  and  declaring  it  to  be  under  the  provisions  of  chap 
1,  section  110,  of  32  Vict.  (18G9),  was,  as  it  appears  from  the 
affidavit  of  Charles  W.  Hill,  posted  in  a  conspicuous  place  at 
the  sea  shore  between  Bridgepod  and  Glxice  Bay,  in  the 
County  of  Cape  Breton,  on  the  land  near  the  areas  leased, 
the  same  being  covered  with  water.  In  this  affidavit  it  was 
stated  by  Jt/r.  HiU  that  no  person  known  to  him  was  in  pos- 
session of  the  property  or  interested  therein,  upon  whom 
service  could  be  made. 

These  are  the  facts  upoi^  which  we  are  to  form  our 
opinions  as  to  the  legality  or  illegality  of  the  proceedings  had 
before  the  Commissioner  of  Mines,  and  on  which  he  pro- 
nounced the  lease  in  question  to  be  forfeited  to  the  Crown. 
That  he  possessed  the  power  under  chapter  1,  section  110,  of 
32  Vi4st.,  to  inquire  into  and  adjudicate  upon  the  question 
involved  in  thi{)  case,  there  can,  it  appears  to  me;  be  no  doubt; 
but  the  question  for  our  con^ideitition  is,  whether  he  exercised 
the  large  poweis  entrusted  to  him  consistently  with  the 
requirements  of  the  law,  ail  of  which  must  be'  strictly* 
observed  in  a  case  like  this. 

The  £act«  testified  to  by  RafherforJ,  who  was  the  only 
witness  called  before  the  Cpmuiissioner  of  Mines,  were  not 
controverted  by  the  lessee,  no  person  having  appeared  before 
the  Commissioner  to  protect  his  interest  in  the  lease;  but 
although  the  evidence  of  this  witness  shews  the  mining  area 
had  not  been  worked  upon,  it  appeal^  fix>m  the  affidavit  of 
Mr.  Hendry^  the  administrator  of  the  estate  of  the  lessee, 
who  is  now  seeking  to  cancel  the  judgment  of  forfeiture,  that 
so  far  from  having  any  intention  to  abandon  this  property, 
the  lessee,  aware  that  &  large  expenditure  of  money  would  be 
required  to  develope  it,  had,  with  that  view,  proceeded  to 
Great  Britain  to  solicit  the  aid  of  capitalists,  and  had,  a^  he 
was  informed,  entered  into  arrangements  with  the  proprietor 
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ot  certain  iron  works,  for  the  mamifacture  of  certaih  ezpensfTe 
machinery  to  enter  upon  the  work  ;  that  while  he  was  so 
engaged,  Mr,  Campbell  caused  proceedings  to  be  taken  for  the 
forfeiture  of  the  lease,  which  resulted  in  a  judgment  being 
pronounced  against  him  by  the  Commissionei*  of  Mines. 

The  proceedings  in  this  case  having,  as  it  appears,  been 
conducted  in  the  absence  of  the  lessee,  one  of  the  principal 
grounds  on  which  the  judgn^nt  of  the  Cbmmisaioner  is  com- 
plained of  is,  that  no  notice  of  the  proceedings  was  ever 
personally  or  constructively  served  upon  hrm,  and  no  oppor- 
tunity afforded  him  of  resisting  the  charges  tuade  against  him 
to  procure  a  forfeiture  of  the  lease.  This  is  an  important 
objection,  demanding  the  most  careful  consideration,  andone 
which,  if  sustained,  must  of  itself  render  the  ju^roent  void. 

In  my  view,  the  legality  of  the  proceedings  must  depend 
on  the  character  and  sufficiency  of  the .  prelhninary  notice 
required  to  be  served  on  the  lessee,  etc.  As  that  is  the  foun- 
dation on  which  the  decree  of  -forfeitare  rests,  and  if  that 
notice  is  defective  either  in  point  of  form  or  service,  though 
the  second  and  last  may  be  good^  no  subsequent  proceedings 
had  under  it  can  aifect  the  rights  of  the  lessee,  for  no  person 
can  or  ought  to  be  deprived  of  his  property  by  the  joc^ment 
of  any  Court,  without  notice  of  the  grounds  on  which  this  is 
•ought  to  be  done.  By  section  110  of  chapter  ],  32  Viet. 
(Act  of  1860)  it  is  declared  that,  "  where  it  shall  be  represented 
to,  or  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Chief  Commissioner  of 
Mines,  that  any  mines  or  minerals  claimed  under  a  lease  fron> 
the  Crown  or  under  a  lease  granted  pursuant  to  this  act,  have 
been  abandoned  for  the  space  of  one  year,  or  have  not  been 
effectively  and  continuously  worked,  etc,  the  Chief  Commi.9- 
sioner  ci  Mines  shall  cause  a  notice  to  be  personally  served 
upon  the  lessee  or  his  agent,  or  person  prihcipally  employed 
on  the  premises,  or  shall  cause  such  notice  to  be  posted  up 
upon  the  premises  leased,  where  no  person  can  be  found  to 
make  service  thereof,  informing  htm  of  such  charge  and 
appointing  a  time,  to  be  not  less  than  fourteen  days  after  the 
service  or  posting  of  such  notice,  and  also  a  place  for  the 
investigation  thereof."  The  notice  contemplated  by  tbia 
section  of  the  act  of  1869  is  the  first  step  which  the  Com- 
missioner of  Mines  is  required  ta  take^  and  as.  this  notice,  as  I 
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read  it,  was  evidently  intended  to  have  the  efivet  and  supplj 
the  place  of  a  writ  of  summona  or  procem  to  bring  the  party 
complained  of  before  the  Comnilssioner  of  •  Mines  to  answer 
the  charges  made  against  him,  it  f  o)l(»ws  as  a  neeessaiy  con- 
sequence that  the  charges  so  made  uinst  be  plain  and  explicit, 
so  as  to  give  to  such  party  all  the  informatif>n  necessary  to 
enable  him  to  prepare  foi*  and  make  his  defence. 

Now  the  complaint  or  charge  made  by  Mv.  Camj^jeli 
against  (he  lessee  is  of  a  very  general  and  indefinite  character. 
It  professes  to  be  a  charge  for  violating  the  provisions  of  nee- 
tion  109  of  an  act,  tho  chapter  of.  or  the  year,  or  reign  in 
which  it  was  passed  is  not  given-.  But  the  notice  of  the  5th 
May,  addressed  by  the  Commissioner  of  Mines  to  the  lessee^ 
is  not  founded  on  section  109  of  the  act  of  18(>9,  (if  that  is 
the  section  to  which  Mr.  Cumpbetrs  charge  Ih  meant  to  apply) 
it  is  based,  though  not  so  exprenserl,  on  section  110,  chapter  l» 
of  that  act,  while  it  professes  to  be  under  section  109.  The 
charge  made  by  Mr.  Campbell,  and  that  contained  in  the  first 
or  preliminary  notice  addressed  by  the  Commissioner  of  Mines 
to  the  lessee,  are  inconsistent  with  each  other,  and  do  not 
give  the  lessee  the  information  it  was  intended  he  should 
have.  Taken  together,  these  charges  were  calculated  to  per- 
plex and  mislead  the  lessee^  and  leave  him  in  doubt  as  to  the 
true  nature  of  the  charge  he  was  called  upon  to  answer.  It 
was  therefore  an  indefinite  and  insufficient  notice  on  the  face 
of  it,  and  not  such  as  I  think  the  act  required.  But  there  is 
another  serious  objection  to  it  upon  another  ground,  and  that 
is,  that  it  was  not  served  in  conformity  with  chapter  1,  section 
3,  of  33  Viet.,  (1870)  made  in  amendment  of  chapter  1  of  the 
act  of  1860,  which  declares  that,  where  notices  are  to  be 
posted  on  the  premises  under  the  act  hereby  amended,  or  of 
any  of  the  sections  thereof,  and  the  areas  in  respect  of  which 
the  notices- are  to  be  posted  HhalMie  covered  with  water,  the 
noticee  fnay  be  posted  im  the  laifid  ae  vear  as  cmiveniently 
Kiiay  be  to  the  areas  so  covered  with  vxder.  Mr.  Hilt,  in  hia 
affidavit  marked  '*  B/'  states  that  he  posted  a  copy  of  the 
notice  on  the  edge  of  the  cliff,  at  the  sea  shore,  between 
Britigeport  and  Olaee  Bay,  in  the  County  of  Cajje  Breton,  aa 
a  notice  to  the  lessee.  He  doi^  not  state  the  particular 
locality  of  the  cliff,  or  that  it  was  contignoua  to  or  near  the 
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area  leascil,  nor  does  it  appear  from  the  report  of  the  Com- 
missioner of  Mines,  that  any  evidence  whatever  was  produced 
before  him  a.s  to  the  locality  of  the  cliff  in  reference  to  the 
mining  ai-oa  inclu'le<l  in  the  lease,  or  thai  there  was  any  evi- 
dence to  slievv  that  any  inquiry  had  been  made  to  ascertain 
whether  there  was  any  agent  or  person  employed  in  connec- 
tion with  the  premises  upon  whom  tho  notice  could  have  been 
served.  It  seems  to  me  impossible,  therefore,  to  hold  that  the 
posting  of  the  notice  on  a  cliff  at  the  sea  shore  between 
BvlJAjeport  and  Olaoc  fi<fy,  in  the  (."Hounty  of  Cape  Breton^ 
the  position  of  which  cliff  was  not  proved  to  be  near  the 
mining  area  in  question,  was  a  service  in  conformity  with 
section  3  of  the  act  of  IS70,  which  I  consider  it  was  absolutely 
e&sential  to  prove  in  order  to  legalize  and  give  effect  to  the 
judgment  of  forfeiture  pronounced  in  this  case  by  the  Com- 
missioner of  Mines. 

For  these  reasons,  and  on  consideration  of  all  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  or  judgment 
of  forfeiture  cannot  be  sustained,  and  that  the  rule  for  setting 
it  aside  must  be  made  absolute. 
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Dkkkndamt,  a;aitt8t  whom  a  ]u<].rmbiit  by  defoMilt  had  been  resvbtrly  ento:«d  up.  applied 
within  a  yoar  to  h  ive  the  Judjnnont  set  asiUa,  and  to  be  allowed  to  come  in  and  defend,  dis 
c!oeln};  li  defence  on  the  utttrits.  Plaintiff  was  allowed  to  controvert  the  mofitoriousoctf  *^ 
Chit  appUc.ition,  but  the  Judge  decided  to  grant  it  on  terini. 

JJeldf  That  havlnjif  ao  exercised  hix  discretion,  Jud^'a  desiaion  would  no*  bs  intsrferoi 
with. 

SzrrMe.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  ri'^ht  for  plaintiff  to  reply  by  affidavit  to  applications  of  I^'m 
kind,  and  where  he  is  |)crm'*tte.l  to  do  so,  ho  should  confine  iiintsoU  to  the  establishini?  of  wt^ 
other  facts,  exclusive  of  meriu,  an  miyht  be  considered  suflloient  to  defeat  the  application. 

McCuLLY,  J.,  now,  (December  22nd^l»73,)  delivered  tb« 
judgment  of  the  Court : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  Judge's  order  by  plaintiff,  wh.o 
had  marked  a  default  regularly  for  want  of  appearance  an<l 
plea.  The  application  to  remove  this  default  was  mad  ^ 
within  a  year  after  final  judgment,  upon  affidavits  accounting 
for  defendant's  non-appearance,  and  disclosing  a  defence  upon 
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the  merits,  with  the  particular  grounds  thereof,  under  section 
26  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  chapter  134.  The  plaintiff  was 
allowed  to  reply  and  controvert  the  meritoriousness  of 
defendant's  application.  This,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  is 
contrary  to  the  practice  heretofore  established.  It  is  not  a 
matter  of  right  for  the  plaintiif  to  reply  by  affidavit  in  this 
class  of  cases.  And  where  a  Judge  or  a  Court  grants  leave  it 
has  been  held  that  he  should  confine  himself  to  the  cstabli^hing 
of  such  other  facts,  exclusive  of  merits,  as  might  be  considered 
sufficient  to  defeat  the  defendant's  application.  His  afhdavils 
have,  however,  been  again  read. 

After  a  careful  perusal  of  the  affidavits  filed  and  read, 
whether  regarded  from  one  standpoint  or  the  other,  that  is  to 
Hay,  as  showing  that  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  the  relief 
sought,  in  not  complying  with  the  requirements  of  the 
statute,  or  on  a  question  of  merits,  I  am  unable  to  arrive  at 
the  conclusion  that  the  learned  Judge,  in  making  the  qualified 
order  for  letting  defendant  in  to  defend  the  suit  on  terms, 
exercised  an  unwise  or  an  unsound  discretion. 

In  a  case  decided  so  recently  as  Novevibev  14th;  1873, 
W.  JR.,  vol.  22,  p.  01,  Martin,  B.,  had  made  an  order  requiring 
defendant  to  attend  to  answer  orally  to  questions  not 
Kufficiently  answered  by  affidavits,  &c.  Bevmany  J.,  there, 
among  other  things,  remarks  :  "  The  Court  is  always  slow  to 
interfere  with  a  Judge's  discretion."  The  statute  under  which 
the  Judge  acted  is  confessedly  one  of  that  class  known  in  the 
law  as  remedial,  and,  therefore,  'per  Lord  Kenyan,  Turtle  v. 
Hartwell,  6  T.  R.,429,  the  Courts  will  extend  the  remedy  so  far 
as  the  words  will  admit.  The  rule  niai  must  be  discharged 
with  costs. 
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PUismrr  ihlppad  »  aifi;o  oimMtUng  of  *4iy  and  plokkd  Ath,  pork,  oata,  p«u,  ib&,  ta 
DeoMnn,  part  of  iha  caiyo  batny ««  dcok,  and  loaorad  It  with  daJMidanta.  By  Ilia  policy  tba 
latter  wara  not  to  ba  Habla  lor  partial  Ioh  or  partlenlar  avafita,  unlaai  amooiitiiiv  to  fiva  par 
eant.,  and  aa  to  tba  oate  and  4ry  flab,  to  ba  fraa  firoai  ararac*  volaaa  fanaraL  On  tba  waj  tha 
vaaacl  anoountarad  toit  baavy  weatbar,  loat  all  bar  daek-load,  fpram^a  lask,  aoatalaad  dMUHrs 
to  bar  risginff,  and  ao  waa  eompallad  to  pat  In  to  Bulthdoaa  for  repaln,  whara  tlia  carxo  waa 
landad,  and  aftar  aurray  aold  bj  tba  maatar.  Tba  oatyo  wm  all  nova  or  laaa  Injniad  bj  watar, 
aDdMcordingtotbaarldaooa,  tbaflab,  irvaahlppad,  voold  bava  baan  off  llttla  valna  whan  It 
readied  Itt  daatbMtkm.    Tba  plaiutlff  kaaar  notbutf  of  wbat  bad  baan  dooa  mtil  ba  raoaivad 


tba  aooount  aalaa  of  tba  oaq^  witb  tha  protaal  aad  larvigr,  and  thaoa  ba  aft  oooa  aant  to  iha 

d  tata  total  loaa.    Dafoi 


datendantai  Ba  olaioMd  tata  total  loaa.  DafondaBtaaontandadlbaft  tha  loai  waa  onlr  partial, 
and  that  tha  oario  ongbt  to  bava  baan  foiwawltd.  Float  Iha  avtdaaoa  It  did  bo4  alaaily 
appear  that  tha  eargo  waa,  npoa  tha  whole,  ao  tqjorad  aa  that  If  Iwwaidad  to  ita  iJiaHnatian 
tha  espanaa  woaM  hare  axeeaded  Iti  valoa  oa  atriral  thaia.  There  waa  bo  s«aHlBii  baft  theft 
tha  maeter  aeted  In  good  flyth,  and  joat  aa  a  prodeat  oohiaaied  owner  wonjd  hare  done  ocdar 
the  dreomataoeaa. 

Betd,  That  In  tha  ebeonee  of  eooehMlTe  eridaMa  theft  the  aaffgo  might  not  have  heea  eeoft 
on  to  Ha  daatlnaftlon  at  en  expeme  leai  than  Mi  prohihle  vatoe  thera,  the  loei  mart  he  eon* 
aUerad  partial,  and  the  dafendanta  nahle  oo|)r  for  genera]  avenge  fhareoo,  with  the  esceplloB 
of  the  deck-kmd,  wbloh  waa  a  total  loaa. 

Tba  proper  taat  In  raapeet'to  gooda  whidi  have  baan  an  ilim^gad  and  taken  to  aa  tnler- 
OMdlefte  portk  whether  maeaoraBdom  artlelaa  or  not,  le  not  whether  an  ontnaarad  owner  would 
have  aold  them  there,  but  whether  ti^foan  he  aeot  on  to  their  deattnatloB  aft  a  Ian  expenea 
than  their  raloa  on  arrival  thera,  far  whan  tha  whole  dr  an j  part  ol  the  aaifo  ean  he  aent  on, 
the  maatar  baa  no  aathorlty  to  aall,  aer  caa  the  annrwl  leeover  lor  a  total  loaa. 


Ritchie,  E.  J.,  now,  December  SSod,  187S,  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court : — 

A  case  having  been  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  to  this 
suit,  was  submitted  to  the  Court  for  its  dedsion. 

Tlie  plaintiff  shipped  in  the  brigantine  Six  Fvei*€$,  on  a 
voyage  from  Halifax  to  DtrMtara,  a  carfjo  of  merchandise, 
consiHting  of  dry  fish  in  casks  and  boxes,  invoiced  at  $7,'^01.50 ; 
fifty  barrels  of  pork  at  $1,075  ;  twenty  casks  of  oats  at  $U>1 ; 
one  hundred  barrels  of  mackerel  at  $800^,  split  peas  atS45.50 ; 
hay  at  S40.69 ;  lumber  at  $15 ;  shingles  at  $18.75 ;  and 
twenty-five  barrels  of  herrings  at  $li2.50,  amounting,  with 
the  charges  of  shipment,  &c.,  to  $11,119,  besidiM  a  deck  load 
invoiced  at  $171.41,  on  the  former  of  which  the  defendants 
insured  the  sum  of  $G,(H)0,  and  on  the  latter  $190.  By  the 
policy  the  defendants  werto  not  to  be  liable  for  partial  loss  or 
particular  average  unless  amounting  to  five  per  cent,  and  by 
the  usual  memorandum  the  onto  and  dvf  fiJK  were  warranted 
by  the  assure^l  ft*ee  from  average  unless  general. 

After  leaving  Halifatx  the  brigantine  enooantered  very 
heavy  weather,  she  sprung  a  leak,  was  thrown  on  her  beam 
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endsi  and  part  of  the  deck  load  was  thrown  overboard,  tho 
remainder  having  been  washed  away  ;  besides  serious  damage 
to  the  rigging  and  spars  of  the  vessel,  her  deck  was  broken 
open  by  one  of  the  spars  falling  on  it 

On  account  of  this  damage  the  vessel  put  into  Barhadoes 
for  repairs,  where  the  cargo  was  landed  and  after  survey  was 
sold  by  the  master.  It  appears  from  the  evidence  referi*ed  to 
in  the  case  that  the  dried  fish  were  found  more  or  less 
damaged  by  sea  water,  as  well  as  the  hay  and  oats ;  that  some 
of  the  fish  were  in  a  putrifiecl  state,  and  the  pickled  fish 
deteriorating!  some  of  the  mackerel  having  become  tainted ; 
that  the  lumber,  shingles  and  pork,  not  being  of  a  perishable 
nature,  might  have  been  re-shipped,  and  it  w&s  possible  that 
some  of  the  pickled  fish  might  have  been  re-shipped,  but  the 
witness  would  not  undertake  to  say  what  its  state  would  have 
been  on  its  arriviU ;  the  witnesses  concurred  in  thinking  that 
as  all  the  fish  was  deteriorating,  it  would  be  worth  very  little 
when  the  vessel  was  repaired  and  ready  for  sea ;  that  it  would 
have  been  folly  to  have  sent  the  rotten  fish  on  another 
vo3*age,  or  to  have  sent  the  vessel  on  with  so  inconsiderable  a 
portion  of  the  cargo  as  the  lumber  and  pork ;  that  a  trading 
schooner  could  have  been  found  to  forward  the  cargo  to  its 
destination,  but  as  the  last-mentioned  articles  were  tho  only 
portions  of  the  cargo  fit,  in  their  opinion,  to  be  re-shipped  or 
kept  in  store,  the  sale  of  the  whole  was,  they  coasidercd,  most 
for  the  interest  of  all  concerned,-  and  a  sale  took  place  in 
accoi*danoe  with  their  recommendation.  A  general  average 
statement  was  made  at  Barbadoea,  which  settled  tho  amount 
to  be  contributed  by  the  plaintiif  or  his  innui-ers  at  $1,070.54. 
The  plaintiff  heard  nothing  and  knew  nothing  of  the  damage 
to  the  vessel  and  loss  until  he  received  the  account  of  sales  of 
the  cargo,  with  the  protest  and  sur>'eys,  which  he  at  once 
enclosed  to  the  defendant's  agent,  furnishing  him  thereby 
with  proof  of  loss  and  interest,  as  required  b}'  the  policy. 

The  plaintitf  claims  for  a  total  loss  of  the  whole  cai^o,  as 
well  that  under  deck  as  that  above.  Tlie  defendants  contend 
that  the  loss  was  only  partial,  and  that  part  of  tho  goods  were 
free  from  partial  loss  under  the  memorandum,  and  that  the 
oargo  was  in  a  condition  to  have  been  forwarded  to  its 
destination,  and  ought  to  have  been  forwarded. 
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If  the  Court  should  decide  ihat  plaintiff  ih  entitled  to 
recover  for  a  general  average,  actual  or  constructive  total  lo^, 
and  total  loss  of  deckload,  judgment  to  be  entered  for 
$2,986.65,  with  interest  from  31st  May,  1871.  and  costa.'  If 
the  Court  shall  he  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  recover  for  a  general  average,  or  particular  loss,  or  loss  of 
deckload,  then  the  defendants  to  have  judgment  with  costs. 
TUe^  pc^icy,  the  declaration  and  pleas,  the  evidence  taken 
under  commiHsion,  and  the  invoice  of  the  goods  to  be 
considered  part  of  the  case. 

Thei'e  are  no  grounds  whatever  for  contending  that  the 
defendants  are  not  liable  for  a  total  loss  of  the  deckload, 
which  was  insured  separately  for  a  specific  sum,  and  was 
entirely  lost  by  the  perils  insured  against;  indeed,  the 
contention  on  this  point  was  abandoned  on  the  argument. 
The  important  questions  for  our  consideration  are  whether 
the  sale  of  the  cargo  at  Barbadoes,  by  the  master,  was 
justifiable  under  the  circumstances,  and  if  so,  whether  the 
plaintiff  can  recover  for  a  total  loss  without  notice  of 
abandonment. 

If  we  should  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the  sale  of  the 
cargo  WSLS  justifiable,  the  plaintiff  would  not,  I  think,  be 
precluded  from  claiming  for  a  total  lass  from  the  want  of 
notice  of  abandonment.  An  abandonment  implies  that  there 
is  something  to  abandon,  which  is  to  be  transferred  to  the 
insurer,  in  which  case,  if  the  owner  means  to  claim  for  a  total 
loss,  he  must  give  notice  of  abandonment  in  a  reasonable  time 
after  intelligence  of  the  disaster,  but  where,  before  receiving 
such  intelligence,  the  goods  insured  have  been  sold,  and  he 
receives  at  the  same  time  information  of  the  disaster  and  of 
the  sale,  then,  if  the  sale  was  justifiable,  there  was  nothing  to 
abandon,  and  an  abandonment  could  be  of  no  avail.  In 
Farnivorih  v.  Uytle,  18  C.  B.  N.  S.,  835,  this  point  came  up, 
and  it  was  held  that  notice  of  abandonment  was  not  necessary 
when  the  information  of  the  loss  and  of  the  sale  of  the  cargo 
reached  the  assured  at  the  iame  time.  The  question  was  very 
much  discussed  in  Potter  v.  Rankin,  first  in  the  Common 
Pleas,  then  on  appeal  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  finally 
in  the  House  of  Lorda  L.  R.,  3  C.  P.,  662  ;  L.  R.,  4  C.  P^  76 ; 
L.R,5C.P.,518;  L. R., 6 £. &  L,  App. 83.    Uv.  Justice BreU, 
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in  the  last-mentioned  report,  p.  102,  says :  '^  It  seemB  to 
me  to  be  a  proposition  without  fonndation  of  reason  to 
say  that  there  must  be  an  abandonment  when  there  is 
nothing  to  abandon.  If  the  casf^  of  Knight  v.  Faith,  15 
Q.  B.,  649,  decided  the  contrary,  I,  with  deference,  think 
it  a  wrong  decision.  The  view  of  the  Court  of  CoromoD 
Pleas,  in  Famwcyi^th  v.  Hyde,  not  overruled  on  this  point 
in  the  Court  of  EiTor,  seems  to  me  to  be  correct.  I  venture 
to  affirm  that  it  is  a  correct  proposition  of  insurance  law 
to  say  that  no  abandonment  is  necessary  and  no  notice  of 
abandonment  is  required  where  there  is  nothing  to  abandon 
which  can  pass  to  or  be  of  value  to  the  und^'rwritei-s."  Mr. 
Justice  Blackhwi^t  on  page  121,  says,  ''where  the  assured  could 
not  learn  that  his  ship  had  got  into  diificultics  at  a  distant 
place  till  long  after  the  disaster,  and  the  underwriters  could 
only  send  out  orders  which  would  arrive  later  still,  under  such 
circumstances,  a  notice  of  abandonment  was  often  a  very  idle 
ceremony,  and  in  my  opinion  unnecessary  if  the  facts  did 
amount  to  a  total  loss,  inoperative  if  they  did  not ;  if  thera 
was  nothing  they  could  do,  no  notice,  I  think,  is  required/' 
This,  I  apprehend,  is  the  principle  of  Cambridge  v.  Anderfon^ 
2  B.  &  C„  691 ;  Roux  v.  Salvador,  3  Bing.,  N.  C,  266,  and 
Fa^'Ti^worth  v,  Hyde ;  for  as  has  often  been  observed,  a  sale 
by  the  master  is  not  one  of  the  underwriters'  perils,  and  is 
only  material  as  shewing  that  there  is  no  longer  anything 
which  can  be  done  to  save  the  thing  sold  for  whom  it  may 
concern.  It  conclusively  determines  that  neither  assurers  nor 
assured  can  do  an3^thing,  and  consecjueritly  that  a  notict;  of 
abandonment  would  be  but  an  idle  form  on  which  nothing 
could  be  done,  and  which  therefore  i^  unnecessary.  Lord 
Ghdmsford,  p.  167,  referring  to  Farnstcorth  v.  Hyde,  said : 
''  This  case  seems  to  place  the  rule  as  td  notice  of  abandonment 
on  a  rea.sonable  foundation ;  no  prejudice  can  po5«sibly  arise 
to  the  underwriters  from  withholding  a  notice  where  it  is 
wholly  out  of  their  power  to  take  any  steps  to  improve  or 
better  their  position."  Lord  Hatherly  and  the  other  Judges 
concurred  in  these  views,  and  they  are  so  applicable  to  the 
case  before  us  that  we  can  have  no  hesitation  in  coming  to 
the  conclusion,  in  accordance  with  them,  that  if  otherwise 
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entitled  to  recover,  tiie  plaintiff  !»  not  precluded  from  doing 
60  from  the  want  of  notice  of  abandonment 

I  would  not  have  it  to  bo  inferred,  however,  that  if  an. 
abandonment  had  been  necessary  what  was  done  in  this  case 
did  not  amount  to  it;  a  claim  for  a  total  loss  may  not 
necessarily  imply  an  abandonment,  bitt  it  ma\'  be  so  made  as 
to  convey  as  plain  an  implication  as  if  made  by  express 
words")  a  letter  to  tlieunder witters  containing  a  statement  of 
the  loss,  and  enclosing  an  accc)unt  of  sales,  and  claiming  the 
balance  of  the  amount  insured^  after  giving  credit  for  the 
salvage,  (tantamount  to  what  was  done  in  this  case)  was  held 
to  be  a  sufficient  abandonment  Paiapaoo  Insiti\in4se  Co.  v. 
Southgate^  5  Peters,  N.,  r»04 ;  and  in  Curtly  v.  Bombay  Native 
Ine.  Co.,  L  R.,  3  P.  C,  72,  information  of  the  wreck  of  the 
vessel  and  claim  on  the  underwriters  for  payment  of  the 
amount  of  the  policy  on  the  cargo  was  held  to  be  sufficient 
notice  of  the  abandonment  In  PhiL  Ins.,  p.  1682,  the  author 
says:  *'The  rule  dispensing  with  any  particular  form  of 
abandonment  amounts  substantially  to  the  rule  that  it  is 
sufficient  fcr  the  assured  to  signify  distinctly  that  he  abandon<)> 
and  he  cannot  signify  this  more  distinctly  than  by  claiming  a 
total  loss.  I  therefore  conclude,"  he  goes  on  to  say, "  that  the 
claitningof  a  total  loss  is  a  sufficient  expression  of  an  intention 
to  abandon." 

But  have  the  goods  iusuixkI  by  the  defendants  sustained 
such  an  amount  of  sea  dauiage  as  justitied  the  sale  of  them  at 
Ba^ioilow^  and  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  claim  a  total  loss  ? 

If  the  rule  in  relation  to  an  insured  cargo  were  the  same 
as  that  recognize«l  in  the  case  of  a  ship,  that  when  damaged 
and  taken  to  an  interme<liato  pk>rt,  a  sale  by  the  master  would 
be  justifiable  and  bind  the  insurers  when  made  6o)ia  fide  and 
under  such  circumstances  as  would  have  induced  a  prudent 
uninsured  owner  to  have  adopted  that  course,  we  might  on 
that  test  decHe  this  case  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  but  the 
{>roper  test  in  respect  to  goods  which  have  been  sea  damaged 
and  taken  to  an  intermediate  port,  whether  memorandum 
articles  or  not,  is  not  whether  aa  uninsured  owner  would  have 
sold  them  there,  but  whether  thoy  can  be  taken  or  sent  on  to 
their  port  of  destination  at  a  less  expanse  than  their  value  on 
their  arrival  there,  for  when  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
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ouEgo  can  be  sent  on,  the  nM|s4er  htm  no  authority  to  sell  nor 

the  assured  to  recover  for  a  total  loss.    I  do  not  mean  to  say 

that  whei^  the  portion  of  th#  cargo  saved  is  so  trifling  in 

amount  as  that  it  would  be  raanifestly  unreasonable  to  have  it 

sent  on  or  to  expect  the  ve^el  to  resume  her  voyage  to  take 

it>  the  master  may  noi  and  ought  not  to  decline  further 

expense  in  prosecuting  an  adventure  which  could  be  of  no 

praetical  advantage   to   the   owners,  and   might   be  very 

detrimental  to  their  interest 

In  the'  ease  before  us  some  of  the  property  insured  has 

been  shown  to  have  been  in  a  very  damaged  state ;  but  a 

considerable  portion  of  it  was  but  partially  injured  and 

capable  of  being  taken  on  in  the  vessel  or  of  b^ng  re-shipped» 

and  the  means  of  re-shipping  were  at  hand,  the  lumber  and 

pork  were  uninjured  and  capable  of  being  stored  at  Barb€UU)e9 

or  sent  on  to  DeTMrarc^    There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  or 

in  the  case  to  lead  to  the  inference  that  the  pickled  fish  had 

sustained  any  very  serious  damage.    We  are  told  that  some 

of  them,  we  are  not  told  what  quantity^  might  have  been 

te-shipped.  and  as  regards  that  part  of  the  cargo  eonMsting  of 

dried  fish  which  had  sustained  the  most  damage  the  evidence 

is  most  unsatisfactory.    It  is  described  as  all  more  or  less 

damaged,  some  of  it  being  in  a  putrified  state  and  very 

offensive,  and  all  of  the  witnesses  said  it  would  have  been  an 

insane  act  to  have  sent  that  rotten  fish  for  another  sea  voyage. 

This  is  strong  language,  as    shewing  the  opinion  of    the 

witnesses  as  to  the  advisability  of  selling  it  at  Barhadoea 

rather  than  sending  it  on  to  Demerara ;  but  though  a  part  of 

the  dried  fish  unquestionably  was  very  bad,  have  we  evidence 

that  such  was  the  character  of  the  whole  lot,  and  are  we  to 

infer  this  when  we  find  that  it  brought  at  Barbadoea  nearly 

as  much  as  its  invoice  price,  and  4tre  we  justified  in  assuming 

that  even  this  part  of  the  cargo  would  have  been  utterly 

worthless  on  its  arrival  at  Demerara  without  the  testimony 

of  a  single  witness  that  such  in  his  opinion  would  have  been 

the  case } 

We  have  no  statement  or  evidence  what  would  have  been 

die  probable  value  of  the  cargo  on  its  arrival  at  Demerara^  or 

what  would  be  the  expense  of  trans-shipping  and  sending  it 

on,  and  we  are  left  in  ignorance  as  to  Uie  extent  of  repairs 
a6« 
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required  for  the*  vessel,  or  the  time  which  would  he  ooeupied 
in  fitting  her  for  sea,  without  this  information,  which  it  was 
for  the  plaintiff  to  supply.  We  are  not  in  a  condition  to  say 
that  he  has  made  a  case  which  entitles  him  to  recover  for  a 
total  loss. 

Roux  V.  Salvador  was  much  relied  on  for  the  plaintiff  at 
the  argument,  but  that  case  differed  materially  from  thia 
The  Court  there  had  the  evidence  which  we  have  not.  Lord 
Ahinger,  C.  J.,  speaking  of  perishable  goods,  said  :  **  If  goods 
once  damaged  by  the  perils  of  the  sea  and  necessarily  landed 
before  the  termination  of  the  voyage  are  by  reason  of  that 
damage  in  such  a  state,  though  the  species  be  not  utterly 
destroyed,  that  they  cannot  with  safety  be  re-shipped  into  the 
same  or  any  other  vessel,  if  it  be  certain  that  before  the 
termination  of  the  original  voyage  the  species  itself*  wonld 
disappear  and  the  goods  assume  a  new  form,  losing  all  their 
original  character,  the  loss  is  total ;  the  existence  of  the  goods 
or  a  part  of  them  in  specie  is  neither  conclusive  nor  in  many 
cases  a  material  circumstance.  The  jury  have  found  that  the 
hides  wero  so  far  damaged  that  they  never  could  have  arrived 
in  the  form  of  hides,  fermentation  and  puti^f action  had-  7^ 
commenced,  and  a  total  destruction  of  the  hides  before  their  ^^^^' 
arrival  became  as  inevitable  as  if  they  had  been  lost  into  the  ^"^^ 
sea  or  had  been  destroyed  by  fire/' 

In  Roaetto  v.  Oumey,  11  C.  B.,  176,  it  was  laid  down  that 
where  the  whole  or  the  part  of  a  cargo  is  practically  capable 
of  being  sent  on,  the  master  cannot  sell  If  the  ship  can  be 
repaired,  the  master  must  carry  it  on;  if  she  cannot  be 
repaired  he  is  empowered  to  send  it  on,  and  he  cannot  sell  so 
as  to  affect  the  underwriters  with  a  total  loss  if  he  can  send 
it  so  that  on  its  arrival  it  will  be  worth  more  than  the  freight 
and  expenses  connected  with  it. 

,  In  previous  cases  a  similar  doctrine  had  been  held.  In 
Rginur  v.  Rimgrose,  6  Exch.,  263,  a  cargo  was  insured  free 
from  average  from  Dantzic  to  Hull,  In  the  course  of  the 
voyage  the  vessel  and  cargo  sustained  damage,  and  the  vessel 
put  into  a  port  in  Norway,  The  com  was  found  to  be 
damaged,  and  taken  out  for  the  purpose  of  drying  it  and 
repairing  the  vessel.  The  master,  finding  the  com  had 
received  considerable  damage,  called  in  advice  and  resolved  to 
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sen  it,  and  it  waa  sold  partially  dried  as  damaged  corn.  The 
Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  sa}^  whether,  if  the  ship  had 
proceeded  on  her  voyage  with  the  com  partially  dried,  it 
would  have  arrived  as  com  or  rubbish,  and  he  told  them  that 
the  proper  question  was  not  whether  a  prudent  uninsured 
owner  would  have  so  acted,  that  if  indeed  the  corn,  when 
brought  home,  would  not  have  sold  for  an  amount  exceeding 
the  cost,  of  drying  and  bringing  it  home,  that  would  have 
been  a  total  loss.  The  jury  found  that  the  com  would  have 
arrived  in  Eng/land  as  com.  It  had  been  contended  on  the 
trial  that  the  loss  would  be  toUd  if  the  com  on  its  arrival  in 
England  was  not  a  merchantable  article,  and  if  the  sale  was 
honajide  and  made  under  such  circumstances  that  a  prudent 
uninsured  owner  would  have  so  acted.  The  C!ourt  held  that 
in  that  case  such  an  owner  would  have  sold  at  the 
intermediate  port,  but  that  was  not  the  question.  It  would 
have  been  a  total  loss  if  the  com  had  been  in  such  a  state  at  the 
intermediate  port^  as,  when  brought  to  its  destination,  it  could 
not  have  been  sold  for  an  amount  exceeding  the  expense  of 
drying  and  bringing  home,  and  if  that  point  had  been  made 
«out  at  the  trial  it  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury.  And  in 
Ufavone  v.  Haddon,  9  G  B.,  43,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the 
plaintiff,  subject  to  a  case  agreed  upon.  A  cargo  of  81  bales 
of  silk  was  insured,  warranted  free  of  average.  The  ship, 
having  sustained  damage,  put  into  an  intermediate  port,  when 
it  was  found  that  44  bales  had  sustained  no  damage,  and 
these,  with  11  bales  slightly  damaged,  were  sent  on.  The 
rest  were  saturated  with  sea  water,  greatly  heated,  partly  in  a 
state  of  putridity,  and  emitted  an  intolerable  stench,  and  if 
re-shipped  would  have  arrived  spoiled  and  perished,  and 
wholly  valueless,  and  would  have  destroyed  other  perishable 
parts  of  the  cargo,  that  no  part  could  have  been  properly 
re-shipped,  and  that  no  endeavour  to  prespare  the  silk  for 
re-shipment  would  have  been  successful,  and  that  a  loss  had 
been  sustained  on  what  had  been  purchased  and  sent  to 
England.  On  the  other  hand  it  was  in  evidence  that  the  silk 
could  have  been  sent  to  England,  and  there  washed  and  dealt 
with  as  to  retain  the  character  of  silk.  Jfarls,  J.,  after 
pointing  out  the  principle  on  which  Roux  v.  Salvador  was 
decided^  said  the  loss  there  was  clearly  total    Here  the 
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eargo  was  much  damaged,  bttt  not  to  such  an  extent  as  to 
prevtat  its  being  carried  as  silk  to  its  destination.  A  partial 
loss  cannot  be  turned  into  a  total  loss,  because  those  who  have 
the  control  of  the  goods  may  act  prudently  in  selling  them  at 
an  intermedlafee  port  rather  than  incur  the  expense  of  cleamsing 
and  re-shipping  them.  It  may  be  a  prudent  owner  would 
have  done  so  and  not  have  gone  further  with  them,  but  that 
does  not  make  the  loss  total,  and  GremveU,  J. :  '*  There  ace 
some  exceptions  to-  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Mcmsfidd, 
(Cooking  v.  Freae,)  Still  if  the  goods  are*  in  such  a  state  that 
they  are  capable  of  being  forwarded,  however  they  may  be 
deteriorated,  the  loss  ia  not  total."^  In  the  case  of  FarTraworth 
T.  Hyde,  L.  R,  2  C.  P.,  204,  the  doctrine  in  Roaetto  v.  GWn€y, 
the  tot  in  point  of  time  of  the  cases  I  have  referred  to,  was 
distinetly  recognized  by  the  whole  Court  as  correct,  and  it 
was  held  that  where  goods  are  lying  damaged  at  a  port  short 
of  their  destination,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  there  is 
eonstruetive  total  loss,  tho  jury  must  determine  whether  it  is 
practically  possible  to  carry  them  on,  that  is,  whether  to  do  so 
win  cost  more  than  they  are  wortK 

We  have  every  reason  to  believe  that  the  master,  acting 
on  the  advice  of  those  whom  he  consulted,  sold  the  caigo  of 
the  Six  Frerea  in  good  faith,  in  the  belief  that  to  do  so  would 
most  subserve  the  interest  of  the  owners,  yet  though  that 
belief  may  have  been  and  probably  was  well  founded,  it  does 
ftot  follow  that  the  underwriters  are  liable  for  a  total  loss, 
and  without  evidence  to  justify  us  in  coming  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  eargo  or  such  parts  of  it  as  were  undamaged  or  but 
slightly  damaged  might  not  have  been  sent  to  its  destination 
at. an  expense  less  than  its  probable  value  there,  we  must  hold 
the  loss  to  be  but  partial,  and  that  the  defendants  are  only 
liable  for  a  total  loss  of  the  deckload  and  for  a  general  average 
on  the  rest  of  the  cargo,  while  they  are  entitled  to  judgment 
with  costs. 
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SCOTT  V.  BETJKTOK 


to  dateidMA,  «!»  «M  «i«NM  !■  tt« 
IMndttt  WM  »d«  agiwaMii  villi  the  <maw«f  tlM  talidlBr  to  I 
vMbfaiaetrUiii  tiflMQrtopay*p«iMttyflor  «Kb  «Mktkcra«ltor.Mid< 
ytelntttPltvdiaiCrMdiifkiB  bctVMB  thai  thrttf  the  panStjfboiMte 
dHlatorirwwol  th»  plaJBtttf,  <h»  «moant  of  th»p«—hyriiwildbtdihKtodflwlhewnto>« 
paid  by  dcfradABt  to  plaiDttC  nadar  tiia  raVeontfMt  Iba  oonplBtloD  «<  fha  bniUtag  wm 
4iliijtd  for  MTHml  weala,  aad  tte  dolMdMt,  alkfftog  Iha  tMs  vaa  tho  Jh^ 
wMilMld  ihoaaiioaBiof  tba  pviattj  whan  aafetfioff  up  vith-hin,  and  opoaMof  anad  tiMNte 
plaadad  ttat  faet,  to  whteh  pJaintUI  npttad  that  tha  dalar  «aa  not  caaaed  by  hia  dUfltoitoaa^ 
bMfc  tgr  dcftndanl  nqoMiiir  Idm  to  do  axtm  voik,  and  atao  by  dafeodaat  not  bdng  aaady  for 
MnvteBhaWmtovork.   Hm  Juy  todad  for  tba  plaiatur  oa  att  tba  tanaa  thaa  ndaad. 

ITald,  Tha  flha  Vivdiet  ahoBld  aat^  dIataAad. 

McDoKALD,  J.,  now  (Deoember  SSnd,  1S78,)  delivered  tbe 
jadgment  of  the  Court : — 

In  this  cause  the  plaintiff  sued  tbe  defendi^it  upon  the 
common  counts,  among  which  were  a  tsount  for  work,  labour 
and  materials,  and  one  npon  an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded  never  indebted,  payment  and 
satisfaction,  and  a  special  plea  setting  forth  that  he  the 
defendant  had  contracted  with.  8arak  Howard  and  Eenry 
ffatoard  to  erect  a  building  for  them  and  to  finish  the  same 
on  or  before  the  1 5th  day  of  Auguet,  1868,  and  that  he 
further  agreed  with  them  that  he  would  forfeit  the  sum  of 
£10  for  every  week  that  the  completion  of  the  work  would 
be  delayed  beyond  the  time  mentioned ;  which  forfeiture 
showM  be  deducted,  as  liquidated  damages,  from  the  amount 
to  be  paid  him  by  the  Howards  for  the  work.  He  then 
ddleged  in  the  same  plea  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  with  him  to 
do  the  carpenter  work  of  the  same  building  in  the  manner  and 
within  the  time  mentioned  in  the  agreement  between  him  and 
the  H&warda ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  also  agreed  that  if  tbe 
forfeituro  mentioned  in  the  first  agreement  would  be 
enforced  through  the  dilatortTuea  or  c/therwiefi  of  the  plaintiff, 
the  amount  of  the  enfovoed  penalty  should  be  deducted  from 
the  sum  agreed  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff 
upon  the  sub-contcact^  and  he  averred  that  the  completion  of 
the  building  was,  in  fact,  delayed  for  upwards  of  seven  weeks 
owing*  to  the  dilatoriness  and  fault  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  Howards  having  exacted  from^  him  the  amount  <3l  the 
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forfeitare,  (SS80,)   the  plaintiff  became  liable  to  bim,  the 
defendant,  for  the  same. 

Upon  these  several  pleas  the  plaintiff  by  his  first  replication 
joins  issue ;  and  also  pleaded,  by  way  of  a  special  replication, 
anu>ng  other  things,  that  the  agreement  entered  into  betweea 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  had  been  afterwards  abandoned 
by  an 'oral  agreement  and  a  new  bargain  made ;  that  the 
delay  mentioned  was  occasioned  by  the  plaintiff's  having  had 
to  perform  extra  work  for  the  defendant,  and  that  the  penalty 
TCvewscr  w&  ne^peir  avtacoed* 

Although  there  is  considerable  evidence  for  the  jury  under 

this  special  replication,  I  think  that  the  evidence  as  a  whole 

ia  not  less  applicable  to  the  other  issues  raised  by  the  pleadings. 

If  the  defendant's  allegation,  in  his  third  plea,  that  the  delay 

was  caused  by  the  dilatoriness  and  fault  of  the  plaintiff,  has 

not  b^en  sufficiently  proved,  then  there  is  no  defence  to  this 

action,  and  the  plaintiff  having,  by  his  first  replication,  denied 

that  allegation,  the  onus  of  proving  it  clearly  rests  upon  the 

defendant    It  is  said  that  such  a  denial  should  not  have  been 

pleaded  with  the  special  replication,  but  that  question  is  not 

now  for  our  consideration.    It*  would  be  as  correct  to  say  that 

the  special  replication  should  not  have  been  pleaded  with  thai 

denial.    If  it  was  improperly  pleaded,  which  I  do  not  say  it 

was,  the  defendant  could  have  got  rid  of  it  in  the  ordinary 

way.    He  did  not  do  so,  and  the  question  now  for  our 

consideration  is  whether  the  finding  of  the  jury  should  be 

upheld  under  the  evidence  and  the  issues  as  they  appear  upon 

the  record.  ,The  written    agreements    and  other  evidence 

prove  the  defendant's  third  plea  beyond  a  doubt,  except  the 

simple  question  of  fact,  name)y,  whether  the  work  was  -or  was 

not  delayed  Arough  the  dUatorinesa  and  fault  of  the  plaintiff 

The  defendant  and  Bueeh  certainly  gave  strong*  evidence  on 

that  point  for  the  defence,  but  the  plaintiff,  corroborated  by 

McOregor,  also  gave  strong  evidence  to  the  contrary.    He 

maintains  that  the  delay  was  occasioned.not  by  his  dilatoriness 

or  fault,  but  by  the  fault  of  the  defendant,  and  says :  '*  I  had 

to  wait  for  plastering  and  drying.    I  had  to  put  men  on  extra 

work  that  I  required  on  work  not  extra.    But  for  extra  work 

required  I  could  have  the  building  finbhed  in  time.    The 

second  delay  was  to  be  referred  ta  the  rafters  and  cornice  not 
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being  prepared  then.  Delay  arose  from  Biuch  and  the 
defendant  not  having  their  work  ready  for,  me.**  He  says 
that  he  refused  to  undertake  the  extra  work  till  he  was 
promised  an  extension  of  time  ;  which  is  not  contradicted,  and 
says:  "Delay  for  one  hour  was  not  occasioned  by  my 
dilatoriness."  McOregor,  after  corroborating  the  plaintiflTs 
evidence  generally,  says :  *^  B^ut  for  extras  would  have  been 
finished  by  middle  of  August." 

It  was  said  at  the  argument  that  no  extra  work  was  done 
involving  delay,  that  the  only  change  made  in  the  first 
agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  was  the 
substitution  of  furring  for  lining,  and  that  that  change  would 
not  involve  delay,  but  the  contrary.  I  do  not  think  that  was 
the  case.  The  plaintiff  says  that  before  Howard  went  home 
he  wanted  extras  done ;  that  the  defendant  and  Bvsch  ordered 
all  extras ;  that  he  got  $200  for  extra  work  and  materials 
from  the  Howards^  and  that  he  compromised  with  them  for 
that  sum.  Ebenezer  Howard  produced,  a  receipt  from  the 
plaintiff  and  testified  that  $60  additional  werepaid  him  for 
extras,  and  the  defendant  himself  says :  ''  No  extra  work 
except  laying  the  cellar  fioor  was  done  by  my  diredions.** 
If  it  be  true  that  the  Howards,  by  their  agent  or  otherwise, 
got  the  plaintiff  to  do  extra  work  which  involved  delay,  and 
xi  the  defendant  knew  that  fact,  as  can  scarcely  be  doubted, 
and  if  they,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  plaintiff, 
undertook  to  settle  between  themselves  an  amount  which  they 
qalled  a  penalty  for  delay,  with  a  view  to  saddle  the  plaintiff 
with  the  payment  of  it,  under  what  they  conceived  to  be  a 
legal  liability,  they  were  guilty  of  very  unfair  dealing,  to  say 
the  least  of  it. 

It  was  also  contended  at  the  argument  that  the  plaintiff, 
by  his  agreement  with  the  defendant,  was  bound  in  law  to 
finish  the  work,  under  any  circumstances,  within  the  time 
limited  in  the  first  agreement,  but,! do  not  think  that  is  law. 
Whatever  construction  may  be  put  upon  the  agreement 
between  the  defendant  and  the  Howards,  it  does  not  follow 
that  the  plaintiff  is  liable  to  the  extent  of  BruntorCs  liability. 
The  defendant  undertook,  without  any  condition  and  under 
all  contingencies,  to  pay  the  forfeiture  if  the  work  were  not 
finished  by  the  time  limited.    The  {Plaintiff  undertook  to  pay 
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it  only  in  case  the  work  tram  delayed  beyond  that  time 
ihrough  his  dUatori/ne8^  The  delendant  andertook  to  do  the 
whole  of  the  work,  and  maHiaog  was  to  be  done  by  the 
Howards.  The  pkintiff  nndatook  %c  do  but  a  part,  and  that 
part  could  only  be  done  after  the  defendant  had  done  other 
work.  If  the  rule  ^f  law  eoniended  for  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant  were  to  be  i^idd,  it  wmiU  follow  that,  in  case  he 
delayed  hk  own  work  lor  any  eaaifi,  whether  it  be  inability 
to  peffform  it  or  desigs^so  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  perform 
his  snb-€(mtraet^  he  oonld  stOi  indeaaify  himself  against  the 
eomieqnenees  cf  hit  own  wrong  at  the  expense  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  ease  dl  Moon  ▼.  Whiiny  Uni4m»  (OuardianaJ  reported 
in  S  Bing.  N.  C,  814,  and  6  Scott^  1,  and  referred  to  in  Ikher's 
Digest,  voL  5,  p.  9118,  is  very  lafidi  in  point.  Theta  *  the 
defendant  employed  an  arehiteei  to  draw  a  specificaliiMi  of  a 
building,  and  he  employed  the  pUuitiff  to  make  out  ifce 
quantities.  The  plaintiff's  work  was  to  be  paid  for  by  ifce 
successful  competitor  for  the  building  contiact,  but  a  dkpiita 
having  arisen  between  the  architect  and  the  defendants^  they 
refused  to  go  on  with  the  work ;  upon  which  the  architect 
sent  in  his  bill  for  making  out  the  quantities.  The  defendants 
paid  the  architect's  account  only.  Held  that,  as  the  defendants 
had,  by  their  own  act,  rendered  it  impossible  that  the 
successful  competitor  should  defray  the  plaintiff's  chaxj|nes, 
according  to  the  understanding,  they  were  liable  to  him  for 
the  amount  of  his  charge.** 

The  other  issue  which  remains  to  be  referred  to  is  that 
taken  by  the  defendant  upon  the  count  for  an  account  stated. 
By  the  particulars  endorsed  upon  the  plaintiff's  writ  of 
summons,  he  claims  $523.05,  amount  of  account  stated,  and 
gives  credit  for  $243  subsequently  paid,  leaving  a  balance  of 
$280.05.  The  plaintiff  produced  in  evidence  an  account 
handed  him  by  the  defendant,  dated  the  22nd  day  of 
February,  1869,  endorsed  21et  February,  1869,  and  corres- 
ponding with  his  version  of  the  transaction.  No  mention  is 
made,  on  the  face  of  that  paper,  of  any  charge  for  a  forfeiture, 
but  the  forfeiture,  if  it  ever  accnied  at  all,  must  have  accrued 
a  considerable  time  before  that  date,  as  Busdi  gave  a  certificate 
of  finish  in  December,  and  the  Howards  were  in  poa^iession  of 
the  building  shortly  af terwarda    The  plaintiff  was  told  in  the 
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previous  sammer  ihat  the  penalty  would  be  enforced  against 
him,  and  be  replied  that  if  such  were  attempted  he  would 
hold  the  building.  The  defendant  could  not  have  forgotten 
it,  and  it,  so  late  as  the  S2nd  day*  of  Febi^uary,  1869,  in  view 
of  these  facts,  still  intending  to  charge  the  plaintiff  with  the 
forfeiture,  he  handed  the  latter,  as  he  must  have  done,  the 
paper  referred  to,  vdthout  any  reference  upon  the  face  of  it  to 
the  penalty,  he  did  a  very  foolish  act,  which  one  can  scarcely 
suppose  he  would  have  done.  The  plaintiff  and  defendant 
are  at  variance  as  to  the  conversation  which  took  place  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  accounting,  and  the  latter  says  that  at  that 
time  iie  thinks  he  had  not  settled  with  the  Howards,  That 
statement  would  have  been  more  weighty  if  his  other  state- 
ment, to  the  effect  that  the  account  was  delivered  in 
Decefmher,  had*  been  borne  out  by  the  facts ;  but  it  is  not  so, 
unless  it  was  delivered  long  before  its  date,  which  is  incredible. 
The  plaintiff  says  that  the  building  was  in  possession  of  the 
Howards  over  a  month  before  the  adjustment,  and  the  date  of 
the  acQount,  coupled  with  the  other  evidence,  proves  that  he 
even  underestimated  the  time.  Some  weight  has  been  attached 
to  the  statement  made  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant 
never  acknowledged  a  balance  of  $280  as  duor  but  he  could 
not  have  made  such  acknowledgment,  as  the  balance,  if  any, 
admitted  as  due  to  the  plaintiff  was  not  $280  but  $523.05, 
reduced  by  subsequent  payments  to  $280.  I  think  that  there 
was  evidence  enough  to  justify  the  jury  in  finding  for  the 
plaintiff  under  the  issues  raised  by  the  pleadings,  and  that  it 
is  not  for  the  defendant  to  ask  that  the  verdict  should  be  set 
aside  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  only  got  half  the  amount 
of  his  claim. 
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McKlNNON   AND   WIFE   v.  BRODIR 

R.  M„  in  ISSS,  ooavvjid  a  portioii  of  hit  laud  to  his  Milt  W.  k  K.,  and  about  Hm  mbm 
tin*  allowed  them  to  oator  Into  pntiiMJoB  as  tonants  at  win  o(  tht  balaooa  of  hli  property 
Indadlnr  the  boote  In  wbloh  be  had  reeided.  B.  M.  died  in  1844,  leavf ny  umnA  chUdren,  of 
whom  the  plaintiff  was  the  jounjreit  la  1817,  the  reet  of  the  hebi^  Indodlaf  plilaiit,  who 
wae  then  under  a|ps,  eonveyed  to  W.  and  X.  all  their  Intereet  In  the  proportj.  In  1870  the 
pteintlff  bnmght  tuit  for  a  portion  of  the  hnds  In  qneetlon,  aUogiair  that  tho  dead  beiug 
excooted  daring  her  mlnorltjr,  was  abeohitelj  void  and  of  no  ofleqt. 

Held,  that  atthongh  the  poeeeaeion  of  W.  and  K.  matt  be  deemed  to  be  advent  from  the 
year  1847,  when  the  holn  onited  in  givinir  them  a  deed,  and  that  therefore  plaintlfl't  right  waa 
barred  on  thai  groond,  yet  that  nndor  Stetlon  9  of  88  Tld.,  Ohap.  18,  hairing  brought  her 
action  in  1870,  and  thtrefon  within  five  jean  from  1888,  the  wat  entitled  to  reooror. 


DesBarbes,  J.»  now,  January  12th,  1874,  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court: 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  the  undivided 
share  and  interest  of  plain  tiflTs  wife  in  the  land  described  in 
the  writ  The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  before  Mr,  Justice 
Ritchie,  in  June  term  last,  at  Badtleck,  when  the  jniy  found 
a  verdict  for  one-elevM)th  part  of  fifty  acres,  and  a  rule 
having  been  granted  to  set  it  aside  as  being  contrary  to  law 
and  evidence  and  the  charge  of  the  learned  Judge,  it  was 
argued  before  us  during  the  present  term,  and  now  remains 
for  the  judgment  of  this  Court 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  lots  Nos.  10  and  11, 
adjoining  each  other,  and  comprehending  from  three  hundred 
and  sixty  to  four  hundred  acres  in  the  whole,  were,  on  the  5th 
May,  1820,  granted  to  RodeHck  McKemie,  who,  on  the  5th 
May^  1835,  conveyed  to  his  sons  William  and  Kenneth  the 
lower  or  southeiii  one  hundred  acres  of  lot  No.  10.  Up  to 
that  time  he  had  resided  on  the  upper  or  northern  part  of  lot 
No.  11,  and  occupied  both  lots.  He  then  removed  from  this 
block  of  land  to  land  about  a  mile  away  from  it^  leaving  his 
sons  William  and  Kenneth  in  possession,  who  both  resided  in 
the  house  their  father  had  left,  and  occupied  both  the  house 
and  land  in  common.  The  old  man  RodeHck  died  in  1844, 
leaving  eleven  children  him  surviving,  of  whom  Hannah,  the 
plaintiff's  wife,  was  the  youngest,  being  then  fourteen  years 
of  age.  Kenneth  and  Wiliium,  after  their  father's  death, 
separated  from  each  other,  and  occupied  three  hundred  acres 
of  the  block  of  land,  being  the  whole  of  lot  No.  10  and  paii 
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of  lot  No.  II,  William  taltiag  one  liandred  aad  fifty  acres  on 
the  south  part  of  the  loi  «id  Kenneth  one  hundred  and  fifty 
acres  to  the  north  of  il  In  1M7,  the  rest  of  the  heirs,, 
induding  Hannah  who  was  then  seventeen  years- of  age,, 
agreed  to  convey/ and  did  by  deed  dated  81st  Hay  of  thai 
year,  convey  for  £100  to  Kenneth,  and  William  McKenzie„ 
their  respective  shares  and  interests  in  and  to  one  hundred 
acres  of  lot  No.  10  and  the  southern  or  upper  one  hundred 
acres  of  lot  No.  11,  of  which  their  father  died  seized.  In 
18o8,  Hannah,  being  then  twenty-eight  years  of  age,  married 
Allan  McKinnon,  the  plaintiff,  and  the  present  action  was 
brought  in  Oetcher,  1870,  to  recover  the  land  now  in  possession 
of  defendant,,  thai  was  conveyed  by  herself  and  the  other 
heirs  of  Roderick  McKenzie  to  her  brothers  Kenneth  and 
William,  by  deed  of  1847,  being  part  of  lot  No.  40,  alleging 
that  this  deed,  having  beep  executed  during  her  minority^ 
passed  no  title,  and  was,  as  respects  herself,  absolutely  void 
and  of  no  effect. 

The  learned  Judge  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried, 
instructed  the  jury  that  though  the  deed  executed  by  Hannah 
to  her  brot)iei*s  could  not  convey  the  estate  or  interest  she  had 
in  the  land  to  them,  yet  he  thought  that  from  the  time  of  the 
giving  of  that  deed  in  1847,  thfd  possession  of  William 
McKenzie  was  to  be  deemed  adverse,  whatever  might  have 
been  the  character  of  his  possession  of  the  one  hundred  and 
fifty  acres  anterior  and  subsequent  to  his  father's  death,  and 
his  possession  having  been  adverse  at  the  time  of  the  passing 
of  the  act  of  29  VicL,  chapter  12,  (Acts  of  1866),  that  act 
applieil,  notwithstanding  five  years  had  not  expired  from  its 
passage  before  the  action  was  brought,  and  as  William  had 
be^i  in  possession  upwards  of  twenty  yeers  before  it  was 
commenced  and  his  title  was  conveyed  to  defendant,  he 
thought  the  plaintiff*  could  not  recover,  notwithstanding  the 
verbal  recognition  of  the  rights  of  Hannah  to  a  portion  of 
the  land  was  attempted  to  be  established  by  the  evidence. 

Upon  these  instructions  of  the  learned  Judge,  and  in 
view  of  the  evidence  as  to  defendant's  possession,  we  are  now 
called  upon  to  give  judgment,  and  decide  whether  the  ver^lict 
found  in  this  case  can  be  sustained.  The  first  section  of  the 
act  of   29  Vict.,  chapter  12,  enacts,  "  that  from  and  after  the 
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81st  day  of  December^  1866,  no  person  shall  make  an  entry 
or  distress,  or  bring  an  action  to  recover  any  land  or  rent  bnt 
within  twenty  years  next  after  the  time  at  which  the  right 
to  make  Buch  entry  or  distress,  or  to  bring  such  action,  shall 
have  first  accrued  to  some  person  through  whom  he  claims, 
or  if  such  right  shall  not  have  accrued  to  any  person  through 
whom  he  claims,  then  within  twenty  years  next  after  the  time 
at  which  the  right  to  make  such  entry  or  distress,  or  to  bring 
such  action,  shall  have  first  accrued  to  the  person  making  or 
bringing  the  same/'  Considering  the  deed  of  1847  as  a  deed 
of.no  validity  so  far  as  Hannah  was  concerned,  and  as  passing 
no  title  from,  her  in  the  land  tiiereby  conveyed,  it  having 
been  executed  during  her  minority,  the  question  is,  whether 
retaining  her  title,  her  right  of  entry  is  barred  by  the  act  of 
1866.  The  acknowledgment  made  to  her  by  her  brother 
WiUiam,  to  the  effect  that  she  bad  a  right  to  a  portion  of  the 
land  claimed,  not  being  in  writing,  as  required  by  section  8 
of  that  act,  did  not  in  any  way  change  the  nature  and 
obaracter  of  his  possession  or  strengthen  her  title  to  the  land. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  Kenneth  and  TTiUtam, 
the  brothers  of  Hannah,  entered  into  possession  of  lots  Nos. 
10  and  11  by  the  permission  of  their  father,  as  tenants  at 
wUl,  and  held  and  occupied  the  property  together  as  such 
tenants  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  and  they  and  those 
olaiming  under  them  have  ever  since,  up  to  the  time  of  the 
bringing  of  the  present  action,  held  and  occupied  the  land- 
without  payment  of  rent. 

The  xsase  of  Doe  d.  Dayman  v.  Moore,  9  Adol.  &  E..  (Q.  B.) 
(N..S.)  555,  decided  in  1846,  is  very  similar  to,  and  must,  I 
think,  govern  the  present  It  appeared  in  that  case  that  one 
Peter  Dayman,  in  1800,  was  seized  in  fee  of  the  propeKy  in 
question.  In  that  year  his  daughter  Jane  married  the 
defendant.  In  1801  Peter  Dayman  put  his  daughter  and 
defendant  in  the  possession  of  the  property,  and  the  two  con- 
tinued to  occupy  it  uninterruptedly,  without  paying  any  rent^ 
up  to  the  death  of  Peter  Dayman,  which  took  place  in 
Febnuiry,  }837.  Defendant  continued  to  occupy  the  property 
from  the  death  of  Peter  Dayman  to  the  death  of  Jane  Moore, 
which  took  place  in  March,  1S43,  and  thenceforward  to  the 
bringing  of  the  action  defendant  continued  in  possession.   No 


JANUABY,    1874.  418 

rent  bad  been  paid  since  the  death  of  Peter  Dayman.  Zt 
was  contended  on  behalf  of  defendant  that  the  action  was 
barred  by  the  statute  of  3  and  4  TTm.  IV.,  chap.  27,  and  it 
having  been  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  defendant  had 
occupied  adversely  to  Peter  Dayman,  or  as  tenant  at  will, 
they  found  that  he  had  occupied  as  tenant  at  will.  There  wa^ 
a  verdict  for  plaintiff,  and  leave  was  given  to  enter  a  nonsuit 
Lord  Dewman,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said : 
^  Let  it  be  assumed  that  by  this  state  of  things  the  defendant 
was  tenant  at  will  to  Peter  Dayman,  then  the  seventh  section 
ci  the  statute  (the  same  as  the  third  section  of  the  act  of 
1866)  applies ;  for  although  in  Doe  d,  Evans  v.  Page,  5  Q.  B^ 
767,  that  section  was  held  not  to  be  retrospective,  yet  it  cer- 
tainly applies  where  there  has  been  no  express  act  done  ta 
determine  the  tenancy  at  will  up  to  the  .time  of  the  passing 
of  the  statute.  By  the  seventh  section,  therefore,  coupled 
with  the  second  (the  same  as  the  first  section  of  the  act  of 
1866),  more  than  twenty  years  had  elapsed  since  the  ezpira* 
tion  of  the  year  from  the  commencement  of  the  tenancy,  and 
Peter  Dayman^s  right  of  tenancy  was  gone,  except  so  far  as 
it  was  saved  by  the  fifteenth  section  (the  same  as  section  0 
of  the  act  of  1866).  Peter  Dayman  did  not  avail  himself  of 
that  clause.  He  sufficed  things  to  continue  as  they  were  till 
his  death,  in  1837.  His  heir,  he  says,  might  have  entered 
within  the  five  years,  but  he  did  not,  and  all  benefit  (rf  the 
fifteenth  section  to  any  one  was  at  an  end." 

In  this  case,  as  in  that,  there  was  no  express  act  to 
determine  the  tenancy,  and  by  the  third  section  of  onr 
act  of  1866,  Coupled  with  the  first,  more  than  twenty 
years  had  elapsed  since  the  expiration  of  a  year  from  the 
commencement  of  the  tenancy,  and  HannaJts  right  of  entry 
as  heir  was  gone,  except  so  far  as  saved  by  the  ninth  section 
of  the  act  of  29  Fid.,  chap.  12,  or  for  five  3'ears  af t«r  the^ 
Slat  December,  1866.  Having,  however,  brought  her  action 
within  five  years  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  I  think  she 
was  entitled  to  recover  in  this  suit,  and  that  the  verdict  found 
in  her  favor  cannot  be  disturbed. 
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Wem  plAlntlff  repl«TM  Mttola  lofi  fitom  dflfBodaali  iinMr  *  lilll  ol  ntlt.  aad 
IboM  ilglUfally  brloiitlov  to  him  «««  ft  niimbw  teloneliif  to 
ibUmI  up  with  tlMm  viidOT  Um  iMlltf  Uul  tbc/  «««  all  tMr  own. 

Had,  that  thera.ihottid  ht  *  mw  trial.  In  «rd«r  that  dtftndMli  idghl  hm«  an  «ppa|w 
tuBlty  •!  pro?ln((  what  part  hatonfid  to  thaaa,  and  what  to  tho  plahiti& 

Sir  Williajc  Young,  C.  J.,  now,  January  12th,  1874, 
delivered  the  jadgment  of  the  Court : 

The  logs  replevied  in  this  case  were  cut  by  the  defendants 
over  the  landff  in  the  Smith  and  Esson  grants,  dated  2nd 
Atigustt  1871,  which  comprehended  the -land  in  the  Nain 
grant,  dated  15th  August^  1801.  This  was  known  as  the 
CoekU's  land,  having  been  conveyed-  to  TTfii.  CwMe  in  1802, 
and  passed  by  a  succession  of  deeds,  on  the  17th  December, 

1871,  to  Chas.  W,  CwMe,  who  conveyed  it  to  the  plaintiff  by 
deed  dated  20th  March,  1872.  The  defendants'  cutting  com- 
menced 18th  JvJ,y,  1871,  and  ceased  about  the  25th  Febrwirg, 

1872.  The  extent  of  the  cutting  on  the  Cockle's  lot  did  not 
appear.  About  two-thirds  of  the  lot  were  culled  over. 
Upwards  of  2000  spruce  stumps  were  counted,  all  cut  within 
a  year,  six  and  a  half  of  which  would  make  a  thousand  feet 
of  lumber.  All  the  logs  were  on  the  lot  in  April — ^none  of 
them  appear  to  have  been  moved  till  May.  They  were  hauled 
on  to  the  ice  on  Cockle's  Lake,  which  is  within  Cockle's  grant 
Defendants'  men  cut  on  other  land  all  round.  Some  wore 
landed  with  those  cut  from  Cockle's  lot — about  2000  were  so 
landed.  These  were  mixed  together  in  the  river.  It  wIlb 
impossible  to  tell  the  logs  when  in  the  water,  which  were  cut 
on  the  Coddes  lot,  and  which  elsewhere.  The  logs,  when 
replevied,  were  nearly  all,  if  not  altogether  within  the  limits 
of  Cockle's  grant  The  Sheriff  returned  on  the  writ  that  he 
had  replevied  to  the  plaintiff  600,000  feet  of  lumber  in  logs, 
800,000  feet  of  lumber  in  Ipgs  being  claimed  in  the  writ 

On  the  20th  April,  1872,  Charles  W.  CocsiUe  executed  a  bill 
of  sale  to  the  plaintiff  of  all  the  logs  which  had  been  cut 
upon  the  land  and  were  upon  such  land  at  the  time  of  said 
conveyance.  Under  these  circumstances,  what  were  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiff  when  he  took  out  the  writ  of  replevin,  on  the 
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£Sih  Ajyinl,  1872  ?  The  cutting  on  the  lot  had  ceased  before 
his  title  accraed,  and  the  trees  cut  became  by  the  severance,  ia 
whole  or  m  part,  the  property  of  Cha9.  W.  CocJde,  holding 
under  the  older  grant.  He  alone  could  have  maintauKd  an 
action  of  trespass  against  the  defendants,  but  it  was  contended 
at  the  argument  that  the  property  in  the  trees  lying  on. th^ 
ground  and  within  the  lot'  passed  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  deed 
of  iOth  Marchf  1872.  ,This  contention  it  would  have  be^n 
difficult  to  support  by  authority,  nor  is  it  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  rely  on  it,  his  title  to  the  trees  being  strengthened 
by,  if  not  originating  in,  his  bill  of  sale  of  18th  Api'U  before 
action  brought  This  bill  of  sale  singly,  or  at  least  in 
combination  with  his  deed,  gave  him,  in  my  opinion,  a  right 
to  the  logs  and  enabled  him  to  maintain  replevin  under  our 
statute. 

But  the  evidence  clearly  shews  that  along  with  the  |ogs 
cut  from  his  own  land,  he  has  replevied  logs  cut  by  the 
defendants  from  other  lands  and  mixed  with  his.  The  law 
on  this  subject  is  to  be  found  in  i  Blackatone'a  Corn.,  by 
Stephen,  83,  under  the  head  of  confusion  of  goods,  where  those 
of  two  persons  are  so  intermixed  that  the  several  portions  can  be 
no  longer  distinguished,  and  here  the  English  law  partly  agrees 
with  and  partly  differs  from  the  civil.  If  the  intermixing  be 
by  consent,  it  seems  that  by  both  laws  the  proprietors  have 
an  interest  in  common  in  proportion  to  their  respective  shares. 
But  if  one  wilfully  intermixes  his  money,  coin,  &c.,  with  that 
of  another  man,  as. in  this  case,  the  EngliHh  law,  contrary  to 
the  civil,  gives  the  entire  property  to  him  whose  original  right 
has  been  invaded.  Where,  however,  the  quality  of  the  articles 
is  uniform  and  the  original  quantities  are  known  or  are  capable 
of  proof,  the  party  by  whose  act  the  confusion  took  place, 
would  still  be  entitled,  as  it  seems,  to  claim  his  proper  quantity. 
This  is  Lord  Eldon's  construction  of  the  old  law,  Lupton  v. 
White^  15  Yes.,  442.  If  the  articles  were  of  different  value  or 
quality,  and  the  original  value  not  to  be  distinguished,  the 
party  injured  takes  the  whole.  It  is  for  the  party  guilty  of 
the  imprudence  or  the  fraud  to  distinguish  his  own  property 
satisfactorily  or  to  lose  it.  No  court  of  justice  is  bound  to 
make  discrimination  for  him.  S  Kent's  C<yni.^  9th  Edition, 
S66,  and  cases  there  cited.    '^  If  a  man,*"  said  Lord  EUen- 
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horo\ig\  "  puts  coin  into  my  bag,  in  which  there  is  before 
some  coin,  the  whole  is  mine ;  because  it  is  impossible  to 
distinguish  what  was  mine  from  what  was  his.**  CclwiU  v. 
Reeves,  2  Camp.,  576.  On  these  authorities  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  nonsuit  should  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
tha^  the  defendants  may  have  an  opportunity  of  proving,  if 
they  can,  what  part  of  the  luniber  replevied  belongs  to  them, 
and  what  to  the  plaintiff. ' 
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PLADinm  wcrt  boMan  «f  a  iiott  BMle  I7  R.  C  li  Oo.,  nd  amlMMd  bj  M.  R.  a  Oou 
M.  R.  ft  Co.  b«cuDo  tnsolrent,  and  tSeotod  a  eomposltloii  «t  ftftj  oeats  oo  tha  dolUtir,  indodlf 
tMr  endonenient  for  &  C.  ft  Co.  R.  0.  ft  Co.  alio  baoamiDg  imolTott,  tha  iikditlifli  loaglil 
to  prora  agaioat  thair  eatato  for  Iha  full  amoiiDi  of  tlia  nola. 

Aald,  thai  they  could  w^j  prova  for  tha  halaaoo  aftar  dadnettof  tha  oompoattloB  noaHad 
Iroiii  M.  R.  ft  Co. 

McCuLLT,  J.,  now,  (January   12th,  1874,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court : — 

The  question  to  be  disposed  of  in  this  case  arises  as 
follows : — Messrs.  R\i%9elU  Cochran  is  Co,  made  an  assignment 
under  the  Insolvent  Act,  1864,  on  .24th  September,  1B72,  to 
defendant.  Plaintiffs  proved  their  claim  against  Ruaeell  is  die 
estate  11th  Deoemher,  1872,  on  a  promissory  note  made  by 
Rusaell  is  Co.,  and  endorsed  by  Mofvbray,  Reeves  is  Co.  They 
(M ,  R  i;  Co,,)  stopped  payment  in  September,  1872,  and  by 
deed  of  composition  dated  27ih  September,  1872,  were  released 
by  the  creditors,  the  plaintiffs  and  others,  on  the  payment  of 
50  cents  on  the  dollar.  This  composition  included  their 
endorsement  for  Russell,  Cochran  i:  Co,  Plaintiffs,  as  holders, 
now  claim  to  rank  on  the  estate  of  Russell,  Cochran  if  Co.  for 
the  full  amount  of  the  note,  without  deducting  the  composition 
paid  by  Mov^bray  is  Co.  Defendant  claims  that  plaintiflb, 
having  been  paid  one  half  the  amount  of  their  debt  by  the 
endorsers  before  proof  of  debt  made  against  Russell,  Cochran 
is  Co.,  can  only  rank  on  the  estate  of  the  latter  for  the  balance. 

The  question,  I  apprehend,  is  not  whether  the  payment  by 
an  endorser  to  a  holder  releases  the  endorser  of  a  note. 
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Assuming  that  tbe  Insolvent  Act  of  1869  had  never  passed^  or 
that  it  has  no  bearing  on  the  case,  I  am  not  to  bo  understood 
as  saying  that  the  holder  may  not  resort  to  the  maker  in  a 
case  like  the  present.  But  the  Insolvent  Act  introduces  a 
new  and  important  principle,  I  apprehend,  which  otherwise 
might  not  apply.  The  case  of  Jones  v.  Broadkxirstt 
9  M.  G.  &  S.,  173,  was  cited  by  plaintiffs,  but  although  the 
doctrine  there  enunciated  was  upheld  for  a  time,  it  is  now 
questioned,  if  not  overruled,  as  may  be  seen  by  reference  to 
Byles  on  BiUs,  5  Am.,  from  9  London  Ed.,  p.  354,  (o.  p.  216,) 
and  the  numerous  cases  cited. 

The  deed  of  composition  of  Mowbray,  Reeves  <&  Co.,  to 
which  plaintiffs  became  parties,  bears  date  27th  Septemher^ 
and  at  that  date  for  the  present  purpose  they  receive  50  cents 
in  the  dollar.  On  the  11th  Decentber,  1872,  45  days  after» 
plaintiffs  prove  against  Russell^  Cochran  Jk  Co,,  and  claim  to 
rank  then  for  their  whole  debt,  and  not  for  the  balance,  that 
is,  the  remaining  50  cents  oh  the  dollar.  This,  I  take  it,  they 
cannot  do,  and  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Delastet  cited  does  not 
warrant  the  position. 

At  page  632  Bylea,  quoting  Lord  Havdwicke,  and  citing 
this  case,  1  Rose,  16,  says :  "  But  if,  before  the  bankruptcy  of 
one,  or  before  the  proof  is  tendered,  he  had  received  payment 
of  part  from  the  other,  he  could  only  have  proved  the  residue 
under  the  latter  bankruptcy,  as  the  form  of  proving  his  debt 
shows,  because  no  nwre  would  remain  due  to  him/' 

In  Ex  parte  McRedic  Re  Charles^  8  L.  B.,  Ch.  App.,  535, 
C,  Jk  Co.,  having  had  large  dealings  with  P.,  became' bankrupt. 
The  account  between  them  shows  a  cash  halance  to  P.  Bills 
had  been  given  to  P.  by  C  Jk  Co,  in  part  payment  which  had 
been  negotiated  by  P.,  and  had  been  proved  against  the  estate 
of  (7.  ib  Co,  P's  assignee  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  prove 
against  the  estate  of  C.  Jk  Co.  for  the  whole  amount  of  the 
cash  balance.  Held,  overruling  the  decision  of  the  Court 
below,  that  the  claim  of  the  assignee  was  a  clear  attempt  at 
double  proof,  and  that  he  could  only  prove  for  the  difference 
of  the  cash  balance  and  the  amount  of  the  bill  given  in  part 
payment  thereof 

Had  Mowbray,  Reeves  Js  Co.  not  gone  into  insolvency,  but 

being  called  upon  had  paid  as  endoi'ser,  to  plaintiff  as  endorsee, 
27* 
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the  note  in  question,  no  doubt  they  might  have  ranked  upon 
the  estate  of  Cochran  Jk  Co.  for  the  amount  paid.  But  that 
estate  was  payee  of  the  note,  while  they  (or  their  assignee) 
may,  for  aught  I  can  see,  rank  upon  RusaeU,  Cochran  S  Co. 
for  fifty  cents  on  the  dollar,  the  amount  paid  for  them,  yet 
neither  they  nor  the  Bank  can  or  ought  to  i*ank  for  any 
higher  amount.  Section  63  of  the  Insolvent  Act  of  18iS9 
points  to  this  conclusion,  as  I  take  it,  and  to  no  other.  It 
reads  thus :  ''No  claim  nor  part  of  a  claim  shall  be  permitted 
to  be  ranked  upon  more  than  once,  whether  the  claim  so  to 
rank  be  made  by  the  same  or  by  different  persons.'*  When 
the  Bank  proved  against  the  estate  of  Mowbray,  Reev^  df  Co.^ 
and  obtained  on  a  composition  50  cents  on  the  dollar,  to  that 
extent  their  claim  as  holders  of  this  note  was  liquidated  and 
extinguished,  and  the  estate  of  Movjinuy,  Reeves  Jk  Co, 
discharged.  In  the  language  of  Lord  Hardwidce,  *'how, 
under  such  circumstances,  could  plaintiffs  or  their  agent  under 
the  form  prescribed  by  section  122,  letter  Q.,  prove  for  any 
larger  amount  than  50  cents  on  the  dollar  7"  His  Lordship 
then  said :  "  He  could  only  prove  for  the  balance,  as  the  form 
of  proving  his  debt  shows, because  no  more  would  remain  due 
to  him."    The  oath  is :  "  The  insolvent  is  indebted  to  me  (or 

to  the  claimant)  in  the  sum  of dollars  for  (here  state  the 

nature  and  particulars  of  the  claim,  &;c,  &c.)  I  (or  the 
claimant)  hold  the  following  and  no  other  security  for  the 
claim,  namely,  (state  the  particulars  of  ihe  security)."  That 
in  this  case  would  be  a  promissory  iiote  made  by  Russell, 
Cochran  &  Co,  to  Mowbray,  Reeves  Jk  Co,,  endorsed,  and  upon 
which  plaintiffs  had  received  50  cents  on  the  dollar.  How.  I 
repeat,  could  plaintiffs  now  swear  that  (Russell,  Codiran 
Jk  Go's  estate^  the  insolvents  were  indebted  to  them  for  any 
sum  beyond  50  cents  on  the  dollar,  having  already  received 
50  cents  ?  The  form  of  oath  is  conclusive.  Judgment  must 
be  for  defendant  with  costs* 
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DOGQETT   u   TREMAIN  et  al. 

iMTlnf  bMB  tU«A  to  lij  o«t  nmtn  raiids  Bsdcr  Ckapw  (0,  lliMMi  Airt^^ 
(JkdBtHmX  all  llMnqiildtM#M«ooaplloi«tth  tM  tb^rapOTt  amiy  owified  by  the  tMitoai> 
SglilMo  woBth>  ■db^weatly  pliliitit,  thfoocta  wbott  |>ro|i»il|j  thit  road  paanAi  appllid  bj 
WfHof— r<tor<i»<tob«f  lh<prpcwam>wvltwtdiiiliHaiMe  by  Iht  BBprti—  Ocnat,  H« 
^•diiotafp«w««belBi«llM8MrioMiMraad««hM«uiyobj«etloiito^  wttflnuttoa  of  Ite 


H«ll»  Thtk  bft^vonitWi  to  id  •»»  uid  Ike  ptoeeeAiigi  hevliif  been  eeiito«ed  by  » 
eevi  of  oimyittol  witiMcllir  beftag  J«rit«etlo»  In  tbe  iMttec»  )Ue  eppltertloa  dbonU  b*- 


McCCLLT,  J.,  now,  (Janttary  12th,  1874.)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Oonrt,  ns  follows  :--- 

Fir$L  A  jadgment  of  n  Court  of  concurrent  jurisdiction 
npon  the  point  is  as  a  plea  in  bar^  or  as  evidence,  conclusive 
between  the  same  parties  upon  the  isame  matter^  directly  in 
question  in  another  Court. 

Secondly.  The  judgment  of  a  Court  of  exclusive  juriMii^ 
tion  diriBctly  upon  the  point  is  in  like  manner  conclusive  upon 
the  same  matter,  between  the  same  parties,  coining  incidentally 
in  question  in  another  Court  for  a  different  purpose. 

The  proceedings  in  this  case  were  commenced  under  chapter 
60  of  the  Rei>i»ed  StdUUu^  (Srd  Series,)  to  lay  out  roads  other 
than  great  roads,  &c.,  by  a  petition  of  20  or  more  freeholders. 
The  requisites  of  the  statutes,  so  far,  were  complied  with,  as 
per  the  certiftcate  of  If.  P.,  a  Justice  of  the  Peace.  A  precept 
issued,  and  «  report  followed,  which  the  Sessions  of  CalUkutst 
confirmed  in  due  course  of  law.  The  case  now  comes  before 
this  Court  on  the  proceedings  brought  up  by  a  writ  ot 
cerft^rart  and  a  motion  to  quash  the  order  of  confirmation ; 
the  complainant,  Doggelt^  excusing  or  defending  his  non- 
appearance before  the  Sessions,  as  required  by  the  statutOi 
on  the  grounds  that  he  was  sick  at  the  time.  He  seeks 
among  other  things  (and  this  is  his  main  objection)  to  attack 
the  petition  as  not  sufficiently  preciae  as  to  the  locality  and 
termini  of  the  roads  sought  to  be  opened,  of  which  it  appears 
there  were  several  laid  out  by  the  Commissioners  through 
complainant's  land,  for  two  of  which  he  accepted  the  amount 
of  damages  appraised,  and  as  regards  the  whole  three  signed  a 
paper  referring  the  question  of  damages  to  a  party  by  the 
name  of  C^rus  Satan.    Tbe  order  of  Seasioas  confirming  tha 
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report  of  the  Commissioners  passed  in  January^  1872.  The 
application  for  a  writ  of  ceriioraH  was  not  made  till  JunCi 
1873,  or  about  18  months  after. 

The  complainant  s  counsel  contends  thai  the  terms  of  the 
statute  wei-e  not  complied  with,  inasmuch  as  the  petition' was 
too  general  and  not  sufficiently  definite.  And  the  proceedings 
were  therefore  absolutely  void  and  not  voidable  meiely. 
The  decision  in  the  case  of  the  Banwen  Iron  Co.  v.  Barnei, 
8  C.  B.y  406,  433,  in  one  of  its  features  w  not  unlike  the 
present  and  approaches  it  very  nearly.  There  a  certificate 
of  complete  organization  had  been  granted  by  the  Registrar  of 
Joint  Stock  Companies,  pursuant  to  7tb  and  8th  Vie,,  chapter 
110,  section  7,  although  the  deed  of  settlement  omitted 
some  of  the  provisions  required  by  statute  to  be  inserted 
therein.  And  it  was  held  that  a  shareholder  could  not,  in 
answer  to  an  action  brought  against  him  for  calK  object  that 
the  certificate  had  been  granted  upon  the  production  of  an 
insufficient  deed. 

How  can  Daggett  object  that  the  precept  issued  on  an 
insufficient  petition  ?  The  fii-st  clause  of  section  2  had  clearly 
been  complied  with,  so  far  as  twenty  freehoklers,  &c.,  had 
petitioned  the  Sessions  for  streets  or  roads,  with  cross  streets 
north  and  south  of  the  railway,  *&c.,  &c.  This  gave  them 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  subject,  and  either  to  reject  or 
grant  their  request  so  far  as  the  law  authorized  them  to  do 
S0|  and  the  clause  2  says  if  they  (the  Sessions)  are  satisfied  of 
the  propriety  thereof  (of  the  petition)  they  may  order  a 
precept  to  issue,  &c.  If  the  petition  was  too  general  it  may 
have  been  voidable  with  the  proceedings  that  followed;  But 
was  it  absolutely  void  ?  Concede  that  after  presentation 
under  the  chapter  that  the  Sessions  ought  to  have  dismissed 
the  petition  for  its  generality,  or  that  in  any  subsequent  stage 
of  the  proceedings  up  to  the  .filing  of  the  report  and  before 
confirmation  there  was  error,  how  was  it  to  be  rectified  ? 
How  was  advantage  to  be  taken  of  it  ?  By  sections  7  and  8 
the  statute  has  provided  the  remedy.  Section  7  provides  for 
public  notice  of  a  general  or  special  Session  to  he  held,  and 
section  8  declares  that  the  proceedings  shall  there  be 
considered/and  objections,  if  any;  be  heard  thereto.  And  the 
shall  then  confirm  or  disallow  the  proceedings,  and 
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if  confirmed  they  shall  be  recorded.  Has  this  Court  the 
power  to  dispense  with  the  requisitions  of  a  statute  like  the 
present,  and  what  would  be  the  conseqaences  if  they  did  ? 
The  13th  section  provides  compensatien  for  fencing,  and 
section  14  states  that  where  roads  have  been  or  fihatl  hereafter 
be  altered  without  any  demand  for  compensation,  &c.,  for  one 
jear  from  the  opening  such  acquiescence,  it  shall  be  held  a 
voluntary  surrunder  to  Her  MajeBty  forever  for  a  public 
highway  of  a.11  the  land  through  which  the  new  road  passes 
to  the  width  to  which  the  said  road  was  originally  laid  out. 
Thus  the  title  to  altered  roads  where  no  compensation  is 
sought  vests,  as  I  assume,  the  title  to  a.11  roads  laid  out  strictly 
under  this  statute  to  Her  Majesty.  And  now  we  are  required 
to  divest  the  Crown  of  this  statutable  title. 

Had  the  complainant  appeared  as  the  statute  provides,  and 
objected  before  the  Sessions,  they  possibly  might  have  staid 
their  hands,  and  had  the  error,  if  any,  corrected  by  receiving 
a  new  petition  or  otherwise.  But  the  complainant,  who  does 
not  allege  that  the  requisitions  of  sections  7  and  8  or  either  of 
them  had  not  been  complied  with  on  the  part  of  the  public, 
or  that  he  was  not  aware  if  the  proceedings  f(»r  confirmation 
were  in  progress,  lies  by  and  allows  them  to  be  confirmed  and 
recorded,  and  under  the  excuse  that  he  was  sick,  when  Ais 
persoTud  attendance  was  by  no  means  necessary,  and  without 
notifying  the  Sessions  even  of  his  sickness,  or  necessary 
absence,  allows  them  to  proceed, — and  then  removes  their 
proceedings  by  certiorari  here — and  attacks  the  origin  of  the 
proceedings  as  being  not  voidable  but  absolutely  void* 

Archbold,  ChiUy's  Itfk  Sd^  p.  1471,  remarks  thus :  '^  It  is 
difficult  to  define  the  distinction  between  an  irregularity  and 
n  nullity.  Where  the  proceeding  adopted  is  that  presented 
by  the  practice  oi  the  Court,  and  the  error  is  merely  in  the 
manner  of  taking  it,  such  an  error  is  merely  an  irregularity 
and  may  be  waived  by  the  laches  or  subsequent  acts  of  trU 
oppoote  party.  But  where  the  proceeding  itself  is  altogether 
unwarranted,  and  difierent  from  that  which,  if  an^,  ought  to 
have  been  taken,  then  the  proceeding  in  general  is  a  nullity^ 
and  •cannot  be  waived  bv  any  act  of  the  party  against  whom 
taken.** 


422  DOOQETT   v.   TREHAIN    et  al. 

Applying  this  principle  as  a  test,  can  it  be  said  that  the 
proceeding  is  altogether  unwarranted?  Had  the  petition 
been  addressed  to  another  tribunal  other  than  that  preecribed 
and  provided  by  the  statute,  the  Supreme  Court,  for  instance, 
and  the  precept  had  been  ordered  there,  the  proceedings  would 
have  been  a  nullity.  But  here  twenty  or  naore  freeholdors 
petition  the  tribunal  appointed  by  law  to  bear  it  and  like  appli- 
cations, and  they,  **  being  satisfied  with  the  propriety  thereof,*^ 
that  is,  ct  the  character  of  petitioners  and  the  necessity  of  new 
voads  and  cross  roads  in  the  locality  designated,  order  a  precept 
as  directed  by  the  statute.  The  Court  waa  there^  The  suitors 
were  there.  The  process  was  there.  The  charge  is  that  the 
allegations  it  contained  were  not  too  limited,  but  too  large 
and  too  indefinite.  The  proceedings  were  entertained  by  a 
competent  Court  It,  a  local  tribunal,  was  not  dissatisfied 
with  the  manner  the,  petitioners  presented  their  requests. 
They  did  not  consider  the  description  faulty.  The  statute 
made  them  the  judges;  apd  yet  it  is  contended  that  the 
petition  itself  and  all  that  followed  is  a  nullity  and  absolutely 
Toid.  The  legislature  contemplated  that  some  irregularity 
might  occur,  and  so  provided-  a  means  for  correcting  it.  But 
complainant,  declining  to  obey  the  statute,  asks  us  to  dispense 
with  one  clause,  and  yet  bases  his  complaint  on  alleged 
son-compliance  with  its  letter.  To  say  the  Sessions  had  no 
jurisdiction  is  equivalent  to  saying  that,  on  reading  th^ 
petition,  had  they  been  dissatisfied  with  its  contents,  they  had 
no  power  legally  to  reject  or  dismiss  it,  for  it  was  void 
according  to  complainant's  contention. 

A  suitor  in  this  Court  in  a  matter  over  which  it  had 
lurisdiction  by  statute — much  less  20  of  them— would  scarcely 
be  told,  had  be  asked  more  than  the  statute  authorised,  that 
therefore  the  Court  bad  no  jurisdiction,  and  the  process^ 
becaiise  too  uncertMn  in  its  statements  or  requirements,  waa 
absolutely  null  and  vml.    If  not  here,  why  there  ? 

This  motion,  if  ii  succeeded*  would  destroy  the  entire 
proceedings  and  leave  the  county  divested  of  all  the  moniea 
paid,  and  with  no  remedy  that  I  know  of  for  recovering  the 
same  back.  Hence  the  usefulness  of  clause  &  and  ita  pcovisiona 
bafore  Confederation. 
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Now  I  am  by  do  means  prepared  to  say  that  there  i»  any 
irregularity,  much  less  that  Uie  proeeding»  had  are  a  nullity. 
The  statute  has  not  prescribed  to  the  Sessions  any  limitations 
in  reference  to  locality  and  termini,  and  if  the  singular  stands 
for  plural,  and  wee  ver^a,  in  the  construction  of  statutes, 
chapter  1,  Revised  Statutee^  p.  3,  then  the  Sessions  having  the 
Jurisdiction  exercised  their  discretion,  being  satisfied  with  the 
description  and  directed  their  precept  to  issue,  still  retaining 
the  power  to  confirm  or  disallow  the  proceedings  at  a  future 
stage,,  of  which,  if  the  motion  prevailed,  they  would  be 
deprived. 

But  the  course  adopted  by  the  complainant  has  eflfectually 
defeated  the  operation  of  section  8  if  it  were  to  prevail.  That 
this  Court  possesses  power  to  review  the  proceedings  of 
iaferior  tribunals  and  6ori*ect  them  where  erroneous  may  not 
be  doubted.  But  those  who  complain  and  desire  to  enforce 
vtrict  and  technical  objections  as  the  grounds  of  interference 
with  these  proceedings,  should  satisfy  this  tribunal,  that  they 
themselves  are  not  in  fault,  that  they  have  done  all  the  law 
required  them  to  do,  and  yet  that  there  had  been  a  failure  of 
justice.  The  non-compliance  of  compiidnant  with  the  terms 
of  the.  section,  and  his  not  appearing  by  himself,  his  attorney, 
or  ajgent,  before  the  Sessions  to  object,  if  he  had  any 
objections,  is  fatal  to  this  application*  His  affidavit  that  he 
was  sick  is  no  sufficient  excuse  to.  stay  the  operation  of  a 
iktatute  which  makeis  it  imperative  that  objections,  if  any 
there  be,  shall  be  heard  and  considered  at  the  time  appointed 
anti  advertized  under  the  statute,  otherwise  and  in  the  absence 
of  such,  or  if  nmde  and  considered  and  not  decided  to  be 
sufficient,  they  (the  Sessions)  were  authorized  to  confirm  the 
proceedings.  Here  no  objections  were  made,  although  there 
were  many  parties  interested,  and  an  order  of  confirmation 
passed.  The  effect  of  which  wan,  I  take  it,  to  transfer  or 
confirm  the  title  to  Her  Majesty  as  in  section  14  provided. 
Objection  was  taken  to  the  pi-esentment  of  one  of  defendant's 
affidavits,  but  the  facts  were  sufficiently  verified  in  the 
unobjectionable,  only  there  were  other  minor  objections, 
which  have  all  been  duly  considered. 

I  have  not  touched  upon  the  evidence  of  waiver  and  its 
afllecta.    Although  clearly  of  opinion  that  unless  the  proceed* 
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ings  are  a  nullity  throughout,  the  waiver  on  the  part  of 
claimant  is  complete  and  conclusive.  He  received  the  com- 
pensation allowed  him  in  part  for  lands  taken.  Ho  agreed  to 
refer  the  ai.ount  to  be  appraised  for  damages  to  his  domain, 
the  whole  being  but  one  block  or  lot  intersected  by  the  streets 
and  cross  streets  prayed  for  in  the  petition,  and  yet  after 
neglecting  or  omitting  to  forward  any  objection  to  the 
Sessions,  as  required  by  section  8,  he  now  levels  an  objection 
at  the  very  foundation  of  the  proceedings.  If  not  an  estoppel 
in  pais,  which  I  think  it  is,  he  by  his  course  of  proceedings  has 
effectually  deprived  himself,  for  reasons  already  given,  of  any 
remedy  under  this  writ  of  certiorari  and  the  motion  for 
quashing  the  proceedings  of  the  Court  of  Sessions. 

In  reply  to  a  question  from  the  Court,  his  counsel 
contended  that  this  temedy  is  not-only  open  to  him,  but  would 
remain  so  for  20  years  next  after  the  date  of  the  order  of 
confirmation.  This  was  a  startling  proposition  in  view  of 
what  would  probably  transpire  in  the  locality  within  that 
period,  and  yet  his  premises,  if  sound,  evidently  pointed  to 
such  a  result.  In  conclusion,  if  the  Sessions  had  jurisdiction, 
and  I  have  no  doubt  Whatever  that  they  had,  the  title  passed 
out  of  these  lands  by  what,  in  the  United  States,  is  known  as 
the  doctrine  of  eminent  domain.  See  Bouv.  L.  Dic.^  p.  507» 
which,  among  other  things,  laid  down  this,  and  if  so  a  serious 
question  which,  in  the  view  entertained,  needs  no  solution 
how  such  a  title  short  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  could  be 
revested.  But  as  remarked  this  point  is  not  before  us.  The 
complainant's  rule  must  be  discharged  wish  costs. 
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PULnmpr  InrarN  bit  tmhI  with  Mrtatn  vtidtrwrltan,  of  wkom  difandant  wm  oa%  mA 
tnoDir  ih«  eondltioM  nf  th«  poNcy  were  thai  Uie  t«w1  ■hoaM  not  praoeed  to  South  OrMUlMid. 
•nd  that  any  Mtioii  upon  the  policy  nnut  be  brought  within  twotvo  months  aftor  tho  daim  for 
iMi  had  baen  pwMBtad>  Tba  vaaaal  waa  toal  on  a  voyage  lo  South  Graenland,  and  tho  adloD 
waa  not  brought  until  nearly  alx  yoara  aftor  raodpt  of  proof  of  loaa.  Plalntifli  oonlandad 
that  Indepandantly  of  tba  poHqr  thay  aouM  matntalo  an  action  on  the  **  cllp^**  and  alw  triad 
loasplalna«vtbaprohlbittoiiaato8outhOiaonknd,aBdtopnTaawaiTaro(  thaeoodltlon 
Uniting  iha  thna  for  bringing  the  action. 

U§UL,  That  no  action  oottM  be  maiutalned  upon  the  ''allp''  altera  potfcgr  had  boan  ea- 
eotad  to  pumaAca  of  Ma  i«|ubreBBonta,  and  aeoapled  and  noted  by  the  plaintM<  and  th» 
^Wntift  having  teOad  to  remove  the  objeollooa  founded  upon  noQ-lidflhBaBt  of  the 
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McDonald,  J.,  now,  (January  12th,  1874,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows*: — 

By  consent  of  both  parties,  this  cause  was  tried  without 
a  jury,  and^  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendant.  It  was 
an  action  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  defendant's 
alleged  liability  for  insurance  of  the  barque  Risivg  Dawn^ 
under  a  policy  applied  for  on  the  27th  day  of  October,  1865, 
dated  the  25th  day  of  the  same  month,  and  by  the  terms  of 
whick  the  adventure  began  on. the  day  of  its  date,  to  continue 
for  twelve  months.  The  total  amount  insured  was  $2,000.00, 
and  the  insurers  were  the  members  of  the  **  Commercial  Insur- 
ance Company  of  Tarmimtkr  By  the  terms  of  the  policy, 
there  .is  no  joint  liability  of  the  member^  of  the  company,  as 
each  of  the  insurers,  **  for  his  own  part,**  .became  liable  only 
''for  the  amount  set  opposite  his  name."  In  that  way  the 
defendant,  J.  W,  Lovettt  became  an  insurer  to  the  extent  of 
$66.65,  being  part  of  the  S2,000.Q0,  and  the  vessel,  having 
been  lost  within  the  twelve  months,  on  a  voyage  to  South 
Greenland,  this  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of 
the  defendant's  alleged  liability.  On  the  margin  of  the  policy 
is  written  the  words,  "  not  allowed  under  this  policy  to  pro- 
ceed to  any  port  in  South  Ghreenland,  nor  to  enter  Cow  Bay, 
0.  B,,  between  the  first  day  of  September  and  the  first  day  of 
May;**  and  in  the  body  of  it  is  a  printed  memorandum  provi- 
ding that  no  suit  to  recover ^any  claim  under  it  should  be  sus- 
tainable, unless  commenced  within  the  term  of  twelve  months 
next,  after  claim  for  losa  should  be  deposited  at  the  office  of 
the  broker ;  and  that  if  any  such  suit  should  be  commenced 
after  that  time,  the  lapse  of  time  should  be  ta^en  and  deemed 
as  conclusive  evidence  against  the  validity  of  the  claim.  The 
vessel  was  lost  about  the  12th  day  of  August,  1866;  the 
proof  of  loss  was  received  on  th6  19th  day  of  Septeniber  of 
same  year,  and  the  writ  of  summons  in  this  cause  was  issued 
on  the  16th  day  of  September,  1872.  The  plaintiffs  contend 
that,  independently  of  the  policy,  they  can  maintain  an  action 
for  the  amount  insured,  upon  what  is  called  the  "  slip,"  which 
'la  a  memorandum  made  at  the  time  of  their  application  for 
insurance, — and  their  declaration  contains  a  count  for  that 
purpose.  They  also  arge  that  the  prohibition  from  proceeding 
to  South  Oreenland  was  sot  a  condition,  either  expressed  or 
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implied,  at  the  time  of  the  undertaking  to  effect  the  insuranoe, 
but  that  it  was  subsequently  written  on  the  policy  without 
their  knowledge  or  consent,  and  that  therefore  it  cannot  effect 
their  rights.  In  anticipation  of  the  objection  that  they  did 
not  bring  their  action  within  the  twelve  moiliths,  they  alleged 
in  their  declaration  that  that  condition  was  waived  before 
action ;  and  in  support  of  that  allegation  they  produce  copies, 
from  the  company's  book,  of  two  resolutions,  one  passed  on 
the  30th  day  of  March,  1867»  the  other  on  the  29th  day  of 
March,  1868,  recognizing  the  justice  of  the  plain ti^  a  claim^ 
imd  referring  it  to  the  directors  for  adjustment. 

The  slip  consists  of  a  number  of  questions  and  answers, 
touching  the  age  and  classification  of  the  vessel,  ber  voyage 
Ht  the  time,  insurance  elsewhere,  what  was  then  desii*ed  to  be 
insured,  for  what  time,  rate  of  premium  and  customary  deduc- 
tion ;  the  amount  to  be  insured  on  the  vessel  being  put  down 
at  92,000.00.  At  the  foot  is  written  the  words,  "  effect  the 
above  ou  account  of  William  Robertson  if  SonJ* — Signed  by 
WUliam  RobertaoTi. 

The  plaintiff,  Willifim  Bobertson,  testified  that  "each 
shareholder  underwrote  individually ;"  and,  although  it  is  true 
that  the  defendant,  together  with  five  others,  initialled  the 
"  slip  " — he  did  so  as  director,  of  the  company ;  and,  independ- 
ently  of  the  policy,  there  is  nothing  in  the  whole  of  the 
evidence  to  show  who  the  shareholders  were  or  what  was  to 
have  been  the  extent  of  the  liability  of  either  of  them.  The 
*f  slip,**  as  it  is  called,  does  not,  by  any  means,  support  the 
count  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration  framed  upon  it ;  and,  even 
if  it  was  more  formal  than  it  is,  I  do  not  see  that,  after  the 
policy  had  bei*.n  executed,  in  pursuance  of  its  requirementai 
and  accepted  and  acted  upon  by  the  plaintiflb,  an  action  at  law 
could  be  maintained  upon  it— <Mrtainly  not  in  the  present  form. 

The  plaintiffs  must  therefore,  I  think,  depend  upon  the 
policy,  but  there  again  they  meet  with  difficulties.  The  first 
is  the  condition  not  to  '*  proceed  to  SoiUh  Oreenla^ui,  nor  to 
Oow  Bay,  C.  B,,  between  the  first  day  of  SepUjnber  and  thfi 
first  day  of  May."  It  does  not  appear  that  the  vessel  did 
proceed  to  South  OreerUaTid  between  the  days  mentioned,  but 
the  construction  which  the  defendant,  by  one  of  his  pleas,  pot 
upon  that  writing  was  that,  in  fixing  the  time  mentionedi 
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reference  was  bad  to  the  vesnel  enieting  Caw  Bay,  not  to  her 
proceeding  to  S(nf,th  Qreenland,  whither,  according  to  his 
plea,  she  was  not  permitted  to  go  at  any  time  during  the 
twelve  months.  And  it  was  not  contended  at  the  argument 
that  the  condition  was  open  to  any  other  construction. 

What  purported  to  be  a  copy  of  a  paper  dated  the  thirty- 
first  day  October,  1805,  was  produced  at  the  argument,  thus 
worded,  **  Not  allowed  under  this  policy  to  proceed  to  any 
port  in  Soutii  G^'eerUand''  which  paper  if,  a«s  alleged,  it  bad 
fiiirly  represented  the  date  at  which  the  company*first  decided 
to  introduce  into  their  policies  the  condition  not  to  proceed  to 
Souih  Oreenland,  would  have  produced  some  difficulty,  as  it 
would  then  have  shown  that-  the  underwriters  would  have 
attached  to  the  policy  now  under  consideration,  a  condition 
which  was  not  in  contemplation  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of 
the  application  and  undertaking  to  effect  the  insurance,  and 
I  must  confess  that,  at  firat,  that  was  the  impression  made 
upon  my  own  mind.  B.ut,  after  carefully  reading  the  evidence, 
1  cannot  adhere  to.  that  view  of  the  case,  because  not  only  was 
that  paper  not  proved  nor  put  in  evidence,  but  the  defendant 
testified  that  Patch  the  broker  was  ordered  by  the  Board, 
before  the  plaintifis  applied  for  their  insurance,  not  to  sign 
any  policy  without  the  memorandum  being  inserted  in  it  Just 
then  the  witness  refen'ed  to  the  director's  book,  and  read  the 
entry  not  to  allow  any  vessel  to  enter  a  port  in  Ch^eerUancL 
If  the  paper  referred  to  is  a  copy  of  that  entry,  date  and  all, 
it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  the  discrepancy  between  it 
and  the  defendant's  evidence,  as  to  time,  could  have  escaped 
the  attention  of  himself  and  the  plaintiffs  counsel,  when  he,, 
the  defendant,  was  testifying,  with  the  book  under  his  eye» 
that  the  broker  was  instructed,  before  the  27  th  of  Oi^ober,  to 
carry  out  a  regulation  or  order  which,  if  the  plaintiffs  conten- 
tions be  true,  had  no  existence  till  the  31st  day  of  that  month. 
If  the  defendant  told  the  truth,  and  I  do  not  think  that  there 
is  evidence  to  justify  a  contrary  conclusion,  the  policy  was 
made  out  in  accordance  with  the  terms  upon  which  the  under- 
writers were  prepared  to  effect  insurances  for  all  parties  at  the 
time  that  the  plaintiffs  applied  for  theirs.  The  policy  with 
the  condition  mentioned  was  received  by  the  plaintiffs  some 
time  after  it  was  applied  for.    In  June  they  were  again  not! 
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fied  of  the  condition,  but  they  took  no  effective  steps  to  rectify 
the  error,  if  error  there  was,  nor  to.  protect  themselves  in  any 
way  till  not  only  the  stipulated  time  to  bring  the  action  had 
expired,  but  till  their  right  of  action,  if  any,  was  nearly  barred 
by  the  statute  of  limitations  as  well.  I  think  that  the  learned 
Judge  who  tried  the  cause  correctly  construed  the  policy,  and 
that  his  judgment  on  that  point  cannot  be  questioned. 

It  is  therefore  not  necessary  that  I  shouM  dwell  long  ♦ipoa 
the  question  of  waiver  which  has  been  raised.  The  resolution 
of  March,  lft67,  even  if  the  defendant  had  been  a  party  to  it, 
could  not  be  said  to  be  a  waiver  of  the  condition  to  bring  the 
action  within  the  twelve  months.  The  plaintiffs,  then,  had 
ample  time  to  bring  their  action  before  the  expimtion  of  that 
period.  The  resolution  says  nothing  as  to  time,  and  it  is  quite 
clear  that  it  had  reference,  exclusively,  to  the  justice  of  the 
plaintiffs*  claim,  which  claim  was  resisted  by,  at  least,  the 
directors  who  never  agreed  to  pay  it ;  not,  however,  on  the 
ground  of  the  expiration  of  the  time,  to  bring  the  action,  but 
on  some  other  ground — possibly  that  of  the  violation  of  the 
condition  not  to  proceed  to  South  Oreerdand.  The  second 
resolution  is  in  words  nearly  the  same  as  the  first,  but  the 
twelve  months  had  expired  before  it  was  passed ;  and  if  the 
defendant's  concurrence  in  that  resolution  had  been  proved, 
the  case  would  have  been  different,  although  by  no  means 
clear.  But  it  does  not  appear  thai  he  was  present  when  either 
of  the  resolutions  was  passed,  or  that  he  ever  agreed  to  any  of 
them.  I  refer  to  the  last  resolution  as  if  it  had  been  authen- 
ticated (which  was  disputed  at  the  argument),  because  it  was 
hinted  from  the  Bench  that  an  opportunity  would  be  given 
to  prove  it,  if  justice  would  be  thereby  promoted.  The 
defendant  testified  that  the  directors,  of  whom  he  was  one, 
never  consented  to  waive  the  condition  nor  promised  to  |iay ; 
and  AS  the  liability  of  the  underwriters  is  not  joint  but  seve- 
ral, "  each  one  for  bis  own  part,*' — '*  each  for  the  sum  oppoo^ite 
his  name,"  I  do  not  see  that  any  act  or  resolution  of  any  other 
or  others  could  bind  the  defendant  without  his  own  concur- 
rence, or  coald  be  held  to  have  waived  his  existing  righto  any 
more  than  to  create  new  obligations  against'  him.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  rule  ntsi  for  a  new  trial  ooght  to  be  dif 
charged. 
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J.  R.  MeL.  being  entftl«d,  by  right  of  hb  wife,  to  an  interest  in  certain  reel  end  perMnal 
property,  being  on  eetete  of  wUob  M.,^tha  wife,  wiie  one  of  the  hein,  they  joined  iu  a  mortgeice 
lo  plaintiff  of'^ali  their  wdd  interest.  On  plaintiff  seeking  repayment  of  the  amount  loaned, 
defendant,  one  of  the  executors  of  the  said  estate,  resisted  the  claim  on  the  ground  that  six 
yean  previously  J.  B.  MeU  and  Ids  wife  had  conveyed  all  their  interest  In  said  estate  by  deed 
poll  to  her  mother,  litis  deed  was  never  recorded,  and  the  plaintiff  did  not  know  and  had  no 
means  of  knowing  of  its  existence.  The  mother,  althouirh  aware  of  plaintiff  *s  mortgage  at 
t^e  time  It  was  made,  conoealed  from  him  the  fact  of  tlie  deed  to  her. 

iSreld,  That  having  so  concealed  from  plaintiff  what  it  was  her  duty  to  reveal  to  him,  the 
mortgage  should  be  given  priority  over  the  deed  poll,  and  plaintiff's  da  m  satislied  out  of  the 


DesBarres,  J.,  now,  (January  12bh  1874.)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows : — 

This  case  comes  before  us  by  appeal  from  an  order  of  Mr. 
Justice  Ritchie^  dated  23rd  Aprils  1871,  who  was  formerly 
enga^d  in  it  as  counsel,  and  made  the  order  appealed  from 
pro  foi'Tna  by  agreement  and  with  the  consent  of  the  parties 
and  their  counsel  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  bring 
the  case  under  the  consideration  of  this  Court. 

The  plaintitTs  writ  sets  out  that  George  E.  Bissett,  late  of 
Halifax^  deceased,  by  his  Will  bearing  date  26th  day  of 
FebmaiTf,  1861,  gave  and  devised  to  his  daughters  Melinda 
Azelina  and  Mary  Anna,  and  his  sons  Edwin  Gray  and 
Henry  Edward,  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  whatever, 
subject  to  the  directions  and  provisions  of  said  Will,  and  not 
therein  specifically  devised,  to  them,  their  heirs  and  assigns 
forever,  to  be  paid,  as  thereinafter  provided,  on  the  day  when 
tcstator^s  son  Henry  should  be  twenty-one  years  of  age ;  and 
the  testator  by  his  Will  directed  that  on  the  decease  of  his 
wife  all  monies  invested  and  all  property  secured  for  the 
payment  of  the  annuity  given  her  by  said  Will,  and  all  sums 
remaining  unpaid  on  such  annuity  shall  be  divided  among  his 
children  Melinda,  Mary,  Edwin  and  Henry,  or  the  survivors 
of  them,  share  and  share  alike,  and  the  said  testator,  by  said 
Will,  empowered  his  executors,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  the  several  trusts  therein,  to  rent,  lease,  sell  or  dispose  of 
all  or  any  of  his  real  estate  in  the  County  of  Halifax  as  to 
them  might  seem  best.  That  Melinda  Azelina  Bisaett  after- 
wards intermarried  with  James  R.  L,  McLean  and  by 
indenture  bearing  date  26th  March,  1868,  they  said  James  R. 
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L.  McLean  and  Mdhida  his  wife,  in  consideration  of  the  snni 
of  S6,300,  granted  and  conveyed  to  the  plaintifT,  his  heirs,  &c, 
all  the  estate  and  interest  of  her  the  said  Mdinda  McLean, 
of»  in  and  to  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  said  Oeorge 
E,  Biaaeit,  which  was  devised  to  her  by  said  Will,  including 
her  estate  and  interest  in  house  and  lot  on  the  north  side  of 
Iforth  Street,  and  the  brewery   on  the  west  side  of  Lower 
Water  Street,  both  in  the  city  ot. Halifax,  and  also  all  sums  nf 
money,  mortgages,  aho  personal  property  set  apart  to  secure 
thesmmrty  given  by  the  said  will  to  the  said  Martha  Mona 
BiesetL    This  indenture  contained  a  proviso  for  making  it 
void  upon  payment  by  James- R.  L.  McLean,  his  heirs,  ftc,  to 
the  plaintiff  the  consideration  money  in  three  years  from  the 
date,  with   interest    That    the    executors    have    sold    and 
converted  into  money  all   the  real    and  personal  estate  of 
Oeorge  E,  Bisaett, yhxcYi  wa.^  devised  to  her  by  said  Will,  and 
which  was  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  by  said  indenture  of  the 
26th  March,  1868.    That  there  has  been  paid  to  plaintiff  on 
account  of  said  principal  sum  of  S6,300  the  sum  of  S],7^5| 
leaving  the  sum  of  Si»505,  with  interest  thereon  from  AprH 
23rd,  1871,  till  payment,  remaining  unpaid  and  due  to  the 
plaintiff,  which  he  prays  the  executors  may  be  desired  to  pay» 
The  answer  of  Donald  Matkeeon,  one  of  the  defendants  in 
this  suit,  is  that  previous  to  the  making  of  the  mortgage  by 
Janiee  R,  McLean  and  Mdinda  A.  McLean,  to  the  plaintiff, 
as  declared  on  in  this  writ,  on  the  first  day  of  January,  1862 
James  R.  McLean  and  Mdinda  McLean  made  and  executed 
to  Martha  M,  Bissett   a  certain  deed  poll,  or  instrument  in 
writing,  under  seal,  by  which  they,  in  consideration  of  Martha 
M.  Bissett,  the  mother  of  Mdinda  A,  McLean,  having  on  that 
day  sold  to  the  said  Mdinda  A,  McLean,  in  fee,  all  the  lands, 
&c ,  at  River  Burgeois  occupied  by  James  R.  McLean,  and 
formerly  occupied   by   Oeorge  E,  Bissett,  deceased,  for  the 
consideration,  among  others,  of  £2,000  and  interest  from  that 
date,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  monies  and  interest  which  sud 
Mdinda  A.  McLean  had  in  the  estate  of  Oeorge  E.  Bissett 
under  his  Will,  they,  Jamjss  McLean  and  Mdinda  McLean^ 
assigned,  transferred,  and  made  over  to  Martha  M.  Bissett  and 
her  assigns  all  the  right,  estate,  share,  interest  and  property 
which  Mdinda  McLean  or  her  bosband  then  bad  or  thereafter 


JANUABT,    1874.  481 

mtglit  bave  to  the  full  fium  of  £2,000  and  interest  thereon,  to 
and  in  the  edate  or  effects  vf  Geirtye  E.  Biseett,  deceased,  vmdet 
his  WUU  and  a  proviso  that  if  James  McLean^  for  said 
Mdinda  McLean^  or  either  of  them  should  at  any  time 
thereafter  durinf;  the  lifetime  of  Martha  M.  Bissett  pay  or 
cause  to  be  paid  to  her  any  snni  in  discharge  or  liquidation  of 
the  sum  of  £2,000  and  interest  thereon,  then  the  right  and 
demand  of  Martha  M.  Bissett  out  of  the  share  and  demand  of 
Mdinda  McLean  shall  be  only  for  such  sum  as  might  remiskin 
due  on  said  £2,000  and  interest  thereby  afssigned.  That 
previous  to  the  making  of  the  indenture  of  mortgage  by 
James  R.L.  McLean  and  Melinda  A.  McLean  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  deed  poll,  James  R.  L. 
McLean  and  Melinda  McLean,  by  their  oi-der  or  writing 
nnder  seal,  directed  to  the  executors  of  the  Will  of  Qeorge  B, 
Bissett,  authorized  and  empowered  the  executors,  or  any  one 
of  them,  to  hold,  detain,  transfer  and  pay  over  to  the  said 
Martha  M.  Bissett,  as  she  might  direct,  out  of  the  )ibai6, 
interest,  monies  or  estate  of  Mdinda  McLean  pertaining  ta 
her  out  of  the  estate  of  George  E.  Bissett,  by  value  of  his  Willi 
the  full  sum  of  £2,000  and  all  lawful  interest  thereon,  subject 
to  any  payments  that  might  be  made  thereon  to  said  Martha 
M.  Bissett,  and  further  directed  that  the  holding  or  paying 
over  all  or  any  part  of  said  £2,000  and  interest  by  said 
executors  should  be  as  if  paid  or  held  under  the  Will  for  said 
Mdinda  A.  McLean  and  James  R.  L.  McLean  in  fulfilment  of 
their  trust  as  executors.  That  the  interest  of  Mdinda  A. 
McLean  in  her  father's  estate  so  assigned,  became  a  part  of 
the  aasets  of  the  estate  of  Martha  M.  Bissett,  now  deceased, 
by  whose  Will  Melinda  A,  McLean  and  George  E.  Bissett, 
Maria  Sophia  Matheson,  Edwin  G.  Bissett,  Henry  E.  Bissett 
and  Mai^y  A.  Bissett  were,  after  payment  of  ceilain  legacies, 
made  the  residuary  legatees  of  the  estate.  That  the  estate  of 
Martha  M.  Bissett  has  not  yet  been  settled  and  closed,  and  he, 
Donald  Maiheson,  has  no  means  of  ascertaining  what  amount 
will  be  coming  to  Mdinda  A.  McLean  therefrom  under  the 
provisions  of  her  Will. 

The  other  executors,  Charles  D.  Hunter  and  Peter 
McGregor,  for  answer  say  that  being  aware  of  plaintiff's  claim 
and  not  knowing  wheUier  it  was  a  claim  which  could  bt 
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substantiated,  and  it  being  a  matter  of  indifference  to  them 
personally,  or  as  executors  of  George  E.  Bissett,  whether  the 
money  in  their  hands  or  any  par^  thereof  should  go  to  pay  the 
plaintiff's  demand  or  not,  and  as  the  other  children  claimed 
that  they  were  entitled,  as  representatives  of  the  widow, 
thereto,  and  not  being  desirous  of  aiding  either  of  the  parties 
to  such  contestation  by  any  collusive  proceedings,  did  set 
aside  the  sum  of  $5,000,  which  sum  they  believed  would  be 
due  and  payable  to  the  said  James  iZ.  L.  McLean  and 
Melinda  McLean  out  of  the  estate  of  Oeorge  E.  Biesett,  and 
by  the  advice  and  with  the  sanction  of  the  Judge  of  Probate, 
and  upon  the  statement  of  the  said  DonaJd  Matheaon^  who 
alone  of  the  executors  had  cognizance  of  the  accounts  and 
assets  of  the  estate,  did  pay  and  deposit  the  sum  of  $5,000 
into  one  of  the  banks  at  Ilalifax,  intending  it  to  remain  on 
deposit  until  the  contestation  between  the  ^aid  plaintiff  and 
the  other  parties  claiming  might  be  arranged  or  settled  by  a 
judicial  decision.  And  lastly  they  say  that  inasmuch  as 
Donald  Matheaon,  their  co-executor,  is  a  party  to  this  suit, 
and  is  one  of  the  parties  interested  in  right  of  his  wife  in  the 
funds,  in  case  the  plaintiff  shall  not  establish  his  claim,  they 
therefore  neither  admit  or  deny  the  plaintiff's  claim. 

The  question,  therefore,  for  our  consideration  is  whether 
the  deed  poll  made  by  Janxes  R.  L.  McLean  and  Meli/nda  A. 
McLean,  his  wife,  to  Martha  M,  Bisaett  on  the  1st  of 
December,  1862,  or  the  ^mortgage  executed  by  them  to  the 
plaintiff  on  the  26  th  ot  March,  1868,  for  $6,000,  for  money 
lent  to  them  by  him,  is  to  prevail.  The  first  deed  was  never 
recorded,  and  the  plaintiff  had  therefore  no  means  of  knowing, 
and  it  is  clear  that  he  did  not  know  that  such  a  paper  was  in 
existence. 

It  was  contended  at  the  argument  by  defendants'  counsel 
that  this  deed  poll  was  not  a  document  that  required  to  be 
r^stered,  but  as  it  was  intended  to  convey  all  the  right  and 
share  of  Melinda  A.  McLean  as  well  in  the  real  as  the  personal 
estate  of  George  E,  Bisaett,  I  must  express  my  dissent  to  this 
view  of  the  subject.  The  fact  of  this  deed  having  been  made 
was  concealed  from  the  plaintiff  by  Jamea  IL  L.  McLean  and 
his  wife,  who  are  now  endeavoring  to  invalidate  their  own 
deed  given  to  the  plaintiff  in  security  for  money  actually  lent 
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to  tbem,  ID  order  that  they  may  come  in  with  others  as 
residaary  legatees  of  Maiiha  Af.  Biseett  and  get  a  part  of  the 
very  money  borrowed  by  them,  which  they  desire  to*retain  to 
constitute  assets  of  the  estate  of  Martha  M.  Biaaett  The 
attempt  made  by  these  legatees  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from 
recovering  an  honest  debt  is  one  that  cannot  receive  any 
encouragement  here.  This  deed  poll  was  made  neatly  six 
years  before  the  loan  of  the  money  was  obtained  by  James 
R.  L,  McLean  and  hb  wife  from  the  plaintiff,  yet  the  fact  of 
its  existence  was  not  only  concealed  from  the  plaintiff  by 
these  parties,  but  by  Martha  M,  Biasett,  who,  while  she  had  it 
in  her  hands,  permitted  the  plaintiff  to  advance  $6,000  to  her 
son-in-law  on  the  security  of  the  interest  or  share  her  daughter 
had  in  her  father's  estate  without  ever  giving  the  plaintiff  the 
slightest  intimation  that  her  daughter's  share  and  interest  in 
that  estate  had  previously  been  conveyed.  This  either  shews 
that  she  did  not  consider  thf  deed  poll  as  of  any  validity,  or 
if  she  did  consider  it  valid,  then  it  was  the  concealment  of  a 
fact  she  was  bound  in  common  honesty  to  reveal. 

There  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  paper  writing 
addressed  to  Martha  M,  Biaeeit  and  the  executors  was  ever 
acted  upon  by  either  Martha  M.  Biaaett  herself  or  the 
executors,  and  it  seems  to  have  been  unnoticed  until  this  suit 
was  brought  forward^  with  the  view  to  defeat  the  plaintiff^s 
claim. 

The  evidence  of  WiUiam  Book,  (aken  before  a  Master  or 
Examiner,  has  a  very  important  bearing  on  this  case.  He 
says :  '*  When  I  knew  Martha  she  was  the  widow  of  George 
E.  Biaaett.  She  was  then  residing  in  Halifax.  On  two  or 
three  occasions  I  had  conversation  with  her  respecting  the 
money  lent  on  the  mortgage  to  Mr.  Weat  Shortly  after  the 
money  was  lent  she  came  to  my  office  and  asked  me  if  Jamea 
McLean,  her  son-in-law,  had  got  the  money.  I  told  her  he 
bad.  In  Jtt2y,  1868,  previous  to  going  to  River  Burgeoia,! 
called  at  her  house  and  I  saw  her  and  bad  a  conversation  with 
her.  She  told  me  that  she  had  sold  to  McLean,  her  son-in- 
law,  the  old  Biaaett  house  and  store,  and  had  taken  a  mortgage 
on  the  place  as  security  for  paytnent,  and  asked  me  to 
ascertain  if  that  mortgage  was  recorded.    She  had  given  it  to 

McLean  to  take,  it  down  to  record  it.    I  asked  her  if  she  had 
28* 
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any  other  security  from  McLean.  She  replied  she  had  not 
At  the  previous  interview  at  my  office  she  mentioned  her 
knowledge  of  the  paper  Mr.  Ritchie,  the  present  Judge,  had 
prepared  to  make  valid  the  mortgage  of  her  son-in-law  and 
daughter.  She  tiaid  she  had  agreed  to  it  to  enable  them  to 
get  the  money." 

It  now  remains  to  be  considj^red  what  effect  such  an 
acknowledgment  as  this  is  to  have  upon  the  deed  poll  now  set 
up  and  relied  upon  by  defendants  as  an  instrument  to  defeat 
the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  show  that  the  mortgage  executed  to 
him  by  James  McLean  and  his  wife  is  not  to  operate  as  a 
valid  conveyance  of  the  right  or  share  of  the  Utter  in  her 
father's  estate,  as  devised,  and  must  be  regarded  as  a  waste 
piece  of  paper,  subjecting  the  plaintiff  to  the  loss  of  the  money 
he  in  good  faith  advanced  these  mortgagers. 

In  Adams  an  Eq.,  p.  351,  it  is  said  the  second  rule  of 
equity  is  that  '*  the  equity  of  a  party  who  has  been  misled  is 
superior  to  his  who  has  wilfully  misled  him.''  At  page  35S 
he  says ^ ''The  meaning  of  the  rule  is  that  if  a  person 
interested  in  an  estate  knowingly  misleads  another  into 
dealing  with  the  estate,  as  if  he  was  not  interested,  he  will  be 
postponed  to  the  party  misled,  and  compelled  to  make  his 
representation  specifically  good."  If,  therefore,  a  person 
intending  to  buy  an  estate  or  to  advance  money  on  it,  inquires 
of  another  whether  he  has  any  incumbrance  or  claim  thereon, 
stating  at  the  same  time  his  intention  to  make  the  purchase 
or  advance,  and  the  person  of  whom  the  inquiry  is  made 
untruly  deny  the  fact,  equity  will  relieve  against  him  ;  and  if 
he  has  acquired  the  legal  ownership  will  deem  him  a  trustee 
for  the  puisne  claimant.  And  even  though  he  do  not 
expressly. deny  his  own  title,  yet  if  he  knowingly  sufiers 
another  to  deal  with  the  property  as  his  own,  he  will  not  be 
permitted  to  assert  it  against  a  title  created  by  such  other 
person.  See  Sug.,  V.  &  P.,  429;  Nicholson  v.  Hooper,  4 
Mylne  &  Craig,  186,  in  which  the  Lord'  Chancellor  says:  ''A 
party  claiming  a  title  in  himself,  but  privy  to  the  fact  of 
another  dealing  with  the  property  as  his  own,  will  not  be 
permitted  to  assert  his  own  title  against  a  title  created  by 
such  other  person,  although  he  derived  no  benefit  from  the 
transaction."    In  Brincherhojf  ▼.  Laneiim,  4  Johnson's  Chan. 
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R.,  69,  Qkt  same  principle  is  laid  down  by  the  Chancellor 
thus  :  "  If  a  prior  encutnbrancae  be  a  witness  to  a  sub^quent 
conveyance  or  encumbrance,  and  knowing  of  its  contents  does 
not  disclo.He  the  fact  of  his  own  encumbrance,  but  intentionally 
suffers  the  party  dealing  with  his  debtor  to  remain  in 
ignorance,  be  shall  have  his  encumbrance  postponed  or  barred, 
because  he  is  thereby  auxilliary  to  an  act  of  fraud."*  See 
Hobba  V.  JVbrfoVi,  1  Vern.,  136",  Hundsdenv.  Ckeyney,  2  Vem^ 
150.  Again-  in  1  Story's  Eq.,  section  380,  that  learned 
Judge  says^  **  Where  a  person  having  an  encumbrance  or 
security  upon  an  estate,  suffers  the  aionsr  to  procure  additional 
money  fipon  the  estate  by  way  of  lien  or  mortgage,  concealing 
his  prior  encumbrance  or  security,  in  such  case  he  will  be 
postponed  to  the  second  encumbrance;  for  it  would  be 
inequitable  to  allow  him  to  profit  by  his  own  wrong  in 
concealing  his  claim,  and  thus  lending  encouragement  to  the 
new  loan,"  See  Draper  v.  Bodan,  i  Vern.,  370 ;  1  P.  Will., 
893-4 ;  Berrisford  v.  MUward,  2  Atk.,  49. 

These  authorities  appear  to  me  decisive  on  the  question 
involved  in  this  case.  I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the 
mortgage  declared  upon  in  this  suit  must  be  regarded  as  an 
operative  and  valid  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff  of  all  the  share 
and  interest  which  Mdinda  A.  McLean,  at  the  execution 
thereof,  had  in  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  Oeorge  E. 
BisaeUy  under  and  by  virtue  of  his  said  Will,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  is  therefore  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  of  principal 
money  and  interest  actually  due  on  said  mortgage,  together 
with  costs  of  suit,  and  that  the  executors  of  said  Will,  the 
defendants  in  this  suit,  are  chargeable  with  and  must  be 
desired  to  pay  to  the  said  plaintiff  the  said  principal  money, 
interest  and  costs,  to  the  extent  of  the  money  arising  from  the 
sale  effected  by  them,  uiider  the  provisions  of  said  Will,  of 
Mdinda  A.  McLean's  share  and  interest  in  the  said  estate, 
deducting  therefrom  the  costs  of  Charles  D.  Hunter  and 
Peier  McGregor^  who  appeared  and  answered  in  this  cause  by 
the  order  of  the  Court,  disclaiming  any  interest  therein  the 
same  to  be  taxed  as  between  attorney  and  clients 
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n*AiirTfiT  ftnd  defend:uii  wen  tenants  in  eMBmon  of  %  OMiidii  dwrittng^liOQiB,  ud 
ifetendant  took  off  the  doors  Mid  csrrled  them  ftway,  broke  down  partttknis  and  dU  other 
injaries  to  the  property,  wbersupon  pUlntUI  bronght  an  eetUn  for  trospaas  asaloet  Ubl 
Defendant  irieaded  that  plaintiff  was  not  In  possession  of  the  houae,  but  that  he  wae  and  is 
la  sole  powemion     Hie  Jury  neyatived  this  plea. 

BtM,  that  the  action  ooald  be  maintained,  and  thai  the  aete  of  defeodant  aaoontlaff  to  a» 
ouster,  there  sbeukl  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

McDonald,  J.,  now,  (January  12th,  1874,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows  : — 

The  declaration  in  this  cause  contained  two  counts  in 
trespass,  the  first  setting  forth  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the 
possession  of  the  one-half  part  of  a  dwelling  house  at  Moort^s 
Island,  in  this  county,  where  he  was  cnrrying  on  a  lai^ 
business  ;  that  he  had  several  fishing  nets  and  other  personal 
property  in  the  house  at  the  time ;  and  that  the  defendant 
unlawfully  broke  and  entered  the  premises,  pulled  down  the 
partition,  removed  the  doors,  and  kept  the  plaintiff  out  of  the 
possession  and  use  of  both  the  real  and  personal  property. 
The  second  count  is  somewhat  similar  to  the  first,  and  as 
stated  by  the  def endan  t  in  one  of  his  pleas,  both  are  for  the 
same  cause  of  action. 

The  defendant's  first,  thii-d,  fourth  and  fifth  pleas  amount 
to  a  denial  of  the  alleged  causes  of  action ;  but  in  his  second 
plea  he  says  that  th  e  plaintiff  was  not  in  possession  of  the 
half  the  house,  as  alleged,  but  that  the  same  was  and  is  in  the 
possession  and  occupation  of  him  the  defendant. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  at  the  time  of  this  alleged 
trespass  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  tenants  in  common 
of  the  house,  and  as  such  were  in  possession  of  it,  but  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  the  defendant  had  any  inter^t  in  the 
personal  property. 

There  was  no  evidence  of  trespass  to  the  personal  property, 
&s  the  only  witness  who  undertook  to  charge  the  defendant 
with  that  injury  was  the  plaintiff,  and  he  admitted,  on  cross- 
examination,  that  he  did  not  see  the  defendant  do  any  of  the 
acts  of  trespass  referred  to  in  his  direct  examination.  There 
is,  however,  abundance  of  proof  of  injuries  committed  by  the 
defendant  to  the  dwelling  house.  Isenhaur  saw  him  take  the 
door  off  the  hinges,  nail  up  the  place,  and  throw  boards  out  of 
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the  house.  Traley,  who  lived  with  the  defendant,  say»  that 
he  broke  down  the  partition  inside,  and  that  he,  the  witnessy 
helped  to  carry  them  away  by  his  directions.  Smetzler  says 
that  he  saw  him  nail  up  the  door  and  take  the  partition  out ; 
that  he  gave  them  to  James  Troop,  and  that  the  door  and 
partition  were  taken  up  the  Bay  in  defendant's  shallop. 
Even  the  defendant  himself  says  :  "  I  took  the  paitition  down 
and  broke  the  door  off  the  hinges." 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  the  defendant  had  been  a 
stranger,  the  plaintiff  must  have  recovered,  and  the  qnesticm 
now  is  whether,  the  tenancy  in  common  having  been 
established,  the  plaintiff  has  proved  such  ouster  or  such 
destruction  of  the  common  property  as  will  enable  him  to 
recover  against  his  contestant. 

In  actions  of  trespass  to  the  freehold  by  one  tenant  in 
common  against  another,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  an  entire 
destruction  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  tenancy  in  common. 
The  case  of  Wilkinson  v.  Haggarth,  12  Q.  6.,  839,  seems  to 
me  to  have  a  very  important  bearing  upon  this,  as  it  shows 
that  one  tenant  in  common  may  not  destroy  a  part  of  the 
freehold,  as  by  digging  turf  and  carrying  it  away ;  that  this 
form  of  action  can  be  maintained  for  such  injuries,  and  that 
one  tenant  in  common  has  sufficient  possession  to  maintain 
trespass  against  his  co-tenant ;  for  (to  use  the  words  of  Lord 
Denman  in  his  judgment,)  "  if  possession  in  such  case  imparted 
exclusive  possession,  one  tenant  in  common  might  desti'oy  the 
mibjcct  matter  of  the  tenancy  in  common  for  his  own  benefit, 
and  his  co-tenant  be  without  a  remedy.  The  case  of 
Steadman  et  id.  v.  Snilth,  8th  Ellis  &  Blackburn,  p.  l^is  also 
important  in  this  enquiry.  There  the  occupation  of  the  whole 
width  of  the  wall  in  one  place — the  wall  being  the  common 
property  of  both — and  an  inscription  upon  one  of  the  stones 
claiming  the  propertj'  as  that  of  the  defendant  was  held  to  be 
sufficient  evidence  of  actual  ou^iter.  The  digging  up  of  turf 
and  taking  it  away  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  more  a 
destruction  of  property  than  the  pulling  down,  without  any 
intention  of  replacing  them,  of  the  doors  and  partitions  of  a 
dwelling  house,  and  as  one  of  the  witnesses,  uncontradicted  hy 
the  defendant,  testified  was  done  in  this  case,  giving  the  boards 
away  to  a  third  party.     It  is  not  often  that  an  act  is  done 
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less  consistent  with  what  I  coneeive  to  be  ibe  rights  of 
co-tenants  than  those  to  which  I  have  jaiA  referred* — renderings 
as  the  defendant  must  have  done,  compaiativ^y  aninhabitable 
the  dwelling^  honse  held'  in  common.  If  the  plaintiff  eoald 
not  maintain  trespasa  in  this  case  I  do  not  see  that  he  could 
do  so  in  case  the  defendant  had  torn  np  the  flooring;  pulled 
down  the  flues,  and  taken  out  the  windows  and  given  them 
away  to  a  third  party*  in  addition  to  what  he  did.  Surely 
ttse  mere  d%ging  of  a  hole  in  the  ground  would  not  be  a  more 
serious  interference  with  the  rights  of  aco-tenaat^  nor  stronger 
evidence  of  destruction  of  property*  or  of  ouster  than  what 
was  done  by  the  defendant  in  this  case. 

It  is  true  that,  in  the  cas^  of  OubiU  v.  Pwi^r,  8  B.  &  C, 
S57,  (decided  in  1828,)  Litiledale,  J.,  expressed  a  doubt  as  to 
whether  an  action  of  trespass  could  be  maintained  by  one 
tenant  in  common  against  another  in  any  case ;  but  more  than 
twenty  years  later,  Goltman,  J.*  giving  judgment  in  the  case 
of  Murray  tt  oL.  v.  BoJl,  7  M.  0.  &  Scott,  p.  441,  said  it  was 
unnecessary  to  give  an  opinion  as  to  whether  tenancy  in 
common  should  have  been  specially  pleaded  by  the  defendant, 
for  that  the  Court  were  of  opinion  that  the  defenee  was  not 
sustainable.  The  learned  Judge  said :  "  It  appears,  to  ua 
difHcolt  to  understand  why  trespass  should  not  lie,  if  ejects 
ment,  which  includes  tresspass,  may  be  maintained — ^as  it 
confessedly  may — an  actual  ouster.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
now  that  trespass  may  be  maintained  by  one  tenant  in  common 
against  another.*^  In  the  present  case  the  plaintiff' alleged  that 
he  was  in  possession  of  the  one-half  part,  of  the  house  in 
question,  but  did  not  say  that  the  defendant  was  not  also  in 
possession  with  him..  The  defendant  pleaded*  not  tenancy  in 
common,  but  a  plea  that  is  quite  inconsistent  with  that 
relationship,  that  is*  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  possession, 
but  that  he,  the  defendant,  *  was  and  is^**^  In  an  action  of 
ejectment*  under  our  practice*  a  plaintiff  tenant  in  common* 
the  same  as  any  other  plaintiff,  declares  that  the  defendant 
withholds  the  possession  to  which  the  claimant  is  entitled* 
but  that  does,  not  necessarily  mean  that  he  alone  is  entitled  to 
the  possession,  and  if  the  defendant  relies  upon  tenancy  in 
toromon  as  a  defence  he  must  plead  that  fact,  and  deny  ouster. 
The  jury  in  thi«  case  found  the  fact  of  possession  by  both. 
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and  negatived,  not  the  plaintiff's  declaration,  but  the 
defendant's  plea,  which  denied  the  plaintiff's  possession 
altogether.  In  the  cause  MastfU  v.  Farley,  12  M.  &  W.,  674, 
H  was  held  that  in  detinue  the  defendant  cannot  under  a  plea 
of  Tion  detinet  and  not  possessed  show  that  he  bad  a  common 
interest  with  the  plaintiff  in  the  property,  and  that  such 
defence  ought  to  be  specially  pleaded. 

It  appears  to  me  that,  in  an  action  like  this,  when  a 
defendant,  tenant  in  common,  relies  for  defence  upon  the 
exercise  of  his  right  as  such,  it  would  be  in  accordance  with 
the  spirit  of  our  Practice  Act  that  he  should  plead  the  tenancy 
in  common,  giving  the  plaintiff  an  opportunity  of  replying 
such  matters  as  would  put  directly  in  issue  the  real  question 
to  be  tried  But  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  necessary  to  decide 
that  question  in  this  case,  as  the  defendant,  having  done  more 
than  the  exercise  of  a  right  as  a  co-tenant,  could  not  justify 
bis  acts  under  any  plea,  and,  as  in  the  case  of  Murray  et  al. 
V,  Ball,  such  defence  would  not  be  sustainable. 

With  all  deference  for  the  opinions  of  the  learned  Judge 
who  tried  this  cause,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  had 
sufficient  possession  to  enable  him  to  maintain  trespass  against 
his  co-tenant,  and  that  the  jury  oup^ht  to  have  been  so 
instructed.  For  the  reasons  given  I  think  there  ought  to  be 
a  new  trial 
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DimtDAvn  iQitrnot«d  thdr  afrenti  at  V«w  TorV  to  oharter  a  ihlp  if>  carry  cartaln  goodi 
thtnM  to  Sydney,  C.  B.  The  afrmt«  diArtered  plftintUb'  dilp.  Mid  Ui«  voyage  waa  eairied  oai 
Mid  the  ffooda  duly  doltvered,  and  reoalired  hy  defendanta.  On  the  way  to  Sydney  the  TeaMl 
ealled  at  Halifax,  where  one  of  the  defendanta,  who  had  preTiooaly  received  the  oharter-par^, 
vialted  her.  He  waa  alab  preient  at  Sydney  when  the  goods  were  delivered.  On  nether 
eeaelon  did  he  make  any  ohjeetion  to  the  freight  pajfahle  under  the  diarter,  hut  auhMquently 
fefueed  to  pay  it  on  the  ground  that  the  rate  waa  too  hlirh,  and  that  hie  agenta  had  exceeded 
^oir  authority  in  entering  Into  the  ehartor-party  at  that  rate. 

Beld,  that  not  having  made  any  ohjeellon  either  at  Halifax  or  Sydney,  although  fully 
acquainted  with  the  rate  d  freight  affraed  to  he  paid,  and  having  reoelved  the  full  heneflt  cf 
the  contract,  he  had  thereby  imtltted  It,  and  ttoet  fuUU  his  ohllgationa  thereunder. 

McDonald,  J.,  now,  (January  12th,  1874.)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows : 

In  this  action  the  plaintiffs  seek   to  recover  from   the 
defendants  an  amount  alleged  to  be  due,  under  a  charter  party, 
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signed  by  D.  R,  DeWolf  A  Co,,  for  the  defendants,  as  tlieir 
agents  in  New  York,  and  by  Benjamin  Ha^idd,  then  master 
of  the  brig  Prince  LeBoo,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffii,  by 
which  charter  party  it  was  as:reed  that,  in  connderation  of 
$1,200,  the  plaintiffs  should  charter  the  vessel  to  the  defend- 
ants from  New  York  to  Sydney,  C  jB.,  to  take  fifty  coal  cars, 
to  be  landed  at  the  pier  of  the  (7.  B.  Co(d  Company^  at 
Sydney,  the  vessel  to  have  the  privilege  of  loading  for 
Halifax  a  cargo  sufficient  to  fill  up, — the  freight  to  be  for  the 
vessel's  benefit 

The  declaration  contains  a  count  on  the  charter  party  and 
also  a  common  count  for  freight,  to  which  the  defendants 
pleaded  that  they  did  not  agree  as  alleged,  and  denying  the 
indebtedness. 

A  verdict  was  returned  for  the  plaintifls,  and  a  role  nm 
taken  under  the  statute  to  set  it  aside. 

On  the  trial  the  main  defense  was  a  denial  of  DeWolf  Jk 
Co*B  authority  to  bind  the  defendants,  as  they  undertook  to 
do,  they,  (the  defendants)  while  admitting  a  written  authority 
to  charter  a  vessel  without  any  limitation  as  to  the  amount  of 
freight  to  be  paid,  insisting  that  after  the  authority  was  given, 
one  of  them,  orally,  instnicted  the  agents  not  to  undertake  to 
pay,  as  was  said,  any  amount  exceeding  $400,  and  that  the 
agents,  having  exceeded  that  direction,  they  (the  defendants} 
were  not  bound  by  the  agreement 

Evidence  was  tendered  at  the  trial  to  support  that  state- 
ment, but  it  was  rejected  by  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the 
cause.  It  was  also  attempted  to  be  shown  that  there  was 
collusion  between  the  agent  and  the  plaintiffs.  The  letter 
authorizing  the  chartering  of  the  vessel  is  dated  at  Halifaa^ 
April  11th,  1874,  and  the  part  of  it  which  is  material  to  the 
question  of  limited  authority,  reads  as  follows:  "Should  the 
Taylor  h*on  Warka  have  the  cars  completed  shortly  it  will  be 
necessary  to  have  a  vessel  at  once,  and  we  will  trust  to  you  to 
engage  one  for  us  on  the  lowest  and  best  terms  you  can.** 
About  the  27th  of  the  same  month  the  defendant  (John 
Starr)  was  in  the  agent's  office  in  New  York,  and  it  was  there 
that  the  conversation  took  place,  his  version  of  which  was 
tendered  in  evidence  and  rejected  by  the  learned  Judge. 
After  his  return  home,  Mr.  Starr  wi-ote  again  to  the  agents, 
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another  letter,  instructing  them  to  nhip  the  cars  to  order,  to 
be  delivered  at  the  pier  of  the  C,  B,  Coal  Company,  and  not 
to  put  the  rate  of  freight  in  the  bill  of  lading,  but  make  it 
payable  as  per  charter  party,  and  concluding  by  saying,  *'  I 
trust  you  have  engaged  a  vessel  at  a  low  rate  and  will  get 
them  otf  soon."  The  vessel  arrived  in  Haliftix,  and  Mr.  StaWy 
who  was  examined  as  a  witness,  admits  that  while  in  Halifax 
he  went  on  board  of  her,  having  previously  received  a  copy 
of  the  charter  party,  and  that  he  afterwards  proceeded  to 
Sydney  to  meet  her  and  saw  the  first  part  of  the  cargo  dis- 
charged, as  agreed  by  the  charter  party,  and  it  appears  that 
he  never  said  a  word  by  way  of  objection,  nor  told  the  cap- 
tain or  any  of  the  plain tifis,  either  at  Halifax  or  Sydney, 
that  he  objected  to  the  charter  party,  or  that  the  agents  went 
beyond  their  instructions. 

There  was  a  great  mass  of  testimony  produced,  taken 
under  a  Commissioner,  very  little  of  which  had  any  bearing 
upon  the  real  questions  involved,  but  the  leading  facts  are 
those  to  which  I  have  referred. 

It  was  urged  at  the  argument,  as  I  stated,  that  there  was 
collusion  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  agents,  and  all  the 
evidence  tendered  on  that  point  was  received,  but  I  fail  to  see 
that  it  sustains  that  view;  nor  is  there  any  plea  of  fraud 
pleaded  to  avoid  the  agreement. 

Upon  the  question  of  the  agents  having  exceeded  their 
authority,  we  have  seen  that  the  first  authority  was  a  written 
one,  which,  for'any  thing  that  appears  in  evidence,  may  or 
may^  not  have  been  seen  by  the  master  before  signing  the 
charter  party ;  but  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  master  was  never 
told  that  there  was  any  limitation  to  that  authority.  DeWolf 
swears  that  there  was  no  such,  limitation,  and  he  therefore 
could  not  be  supposed  to  have  communicated  to  the  master 
what  he  says  did  not  take  place.  We  have  two  letters  of  the 
defendants, — the  firat  authorizing  the  agents  to  charter  a 
vessel  at  their  discretion ;  the  other,  after  the  date  of  the 
convereation,  expressing  a  hope  that'  a  vessel  was  engaged  at 
a  low  rate, — neither  of  them  stating  any  amount.  But  what 
seems  to  me  to  be  decisive,  is  the  important  fact  admitted  to 
be  true,  that,  before  the  vessel  arrived  in  Halifax,  the  defend- 
ants'bad  received  a  copy  of  the  charter  party,  that  Mr.  Jbhn 
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Starr,  one  of  them,  went  on  board  of  her  at  HaRfax,  allowed 
her  to  proceed  to  Sydney  to  complete  her  vo^'age,  which  he 
must  have  known  she  would  only  have  completed  under  the 
charter  party ;  that  he  went  to  Sydney  to  meet  her  and  saw 
the  first  part  of  the  cargo  discharged  at  the  very  place  agreed 
upon  with  the  agr^nts,  and,  during  the  whole  of  that  time, 
not  one  word  was  said  by  way  of  objection  or  caution  to  the 
roaster  or  any  of  the  plaintiffs ;  but,  by  concealing  from  them 
what  is  now  called  the  truth,  the  defendants  induced  them  to 
complete  the  voyage  at  much  additional  cost  and  loss,  and 
caused  them,  as  may  reasonably  be  assumed,  to  occupy 
an  entirely  different  position  (to  their  disadvantage)  from 
what  they  should  have  occupied  if  the  defendants'  present 
contention  were  true  and  had  been  made  known  to  the 
manter,  &s  in  such  case  i(  should  have  been^  while  he  was  in 
HalifaoT. 

Story,  in  his  work  on  Agency,  soctlon  253,  says :  "  If  an 
agent  who  is  employed  to  purchase  goods  at  a  limited  price 
should  exceed  that  limit,  and  the  principal,  after  full  know- 
ledge of  the  facts,  should  receive  them  on  his  own  account, 
without  objection,  it  would  be  presumed  that  he  intended  to 
ratify  the  transaction."  At  section  258  he  snys :  *'  Silence 
operates  as  a  presumpUve  proof  of  ratification,  depending  upon 
the  circumstances."  Again,  in  the  same  section  he  says  that 
the  presumption  seems  now,  in  favor  of  commerce,  to  be 
universally  acted  upon,  and  therefore  if  the  principal  does  not. 
within  a  reasonable  time,  express  his  dissent  to  the  ag^nt,  he 
is  deemed  to  have  approved  of  his  acts,  and  his  silence 
amounts  to  a  ratification  of  them.  Here  the  defendants 
accepted  the  goods,  after  permitting  the  plaintiffs,  without 
warning,  to  complete  theii*  part  of  the  agreement  At  Halifiix 
the  circumstances  then  known  to  the  defendants,  but  unknown 
to  the  plaintiffs,  regarding  them  from  the  defendants'  point  of 
view,  were  such  as  required  an  open,  candid  statement  of  the 
facts  to  be  communicated  to  the  master,  and  that,  surely,  was 
the  reasonable  time  to  do  so.^  The  defendants  allege  thai 
tbeir  agents  did  not  follow  their  instructions,  and  the  result 
was,  if  that  were  true,  that  the  plaintiffs,  without  any  fault  of 
theirs,  were  put  to  the  expense  of  taking  the  cars  to  Ucdifaz, 
withoivt  any  prospects  of  being  remooeratedi  if  the  law  be  as 
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the  learned  c^tmsel  for  the  defendants  contend  it  is.  That 
would  have  been  a  hardship  that  no  owners  of  vessels  would 
like  to  endure,  and  surely  it  would  furnish  no  reason  to 
justify  the  defendants  in  inflicting  an  additional  injury  upon 
the  plaintiffs  by  concealin<;  the  truth  at  H€difax  and  so 
inducing  them  to  incur  so  much  more  loss  and  expense  as  was 
necessary  to  carry  their  property  from  Halifax  to  Sydney, 
The  principal  cannot  ratify  that  part  of  a  transaction  which 
makes  in  his  favor  without  incurring  the  responsibility  of  the 
whole,  whatever  may  be*  his  innocence  in  the  limitationa 
imposed  on  the  authority  of  the  agent.  Uddl  v.  Atherian,  1st 
Smith's  Leading  Cases,  7th  American  Ed.,  :S42-34!^  and  the 
authorities  there  collected*  He  must  elect  either  to  affirm  oi 
disaffirm  it  altogether.  He  cannot  adopt  that  part  of  it 
which  is  for  his  own  benefit,  and  reject  the  rest  2nd  do^^ 
p<  133.  Even  where  he  knows  that  there  was  fraud  in  the 
trf^nsaction  which  wonld  enable  him  to  avoid  it,  if  he  treat  it 
as  a  subsisting  contract  he  cannot  afterwards  avoid  it  If» 
having  the  right  to  repudiate  or  affirm  a  transaction,  he  take 
the  latter  course,  he  cannot  afterwards  recur  to  bis  right  of 
repudiation.    (1S4.) 

It  is  impossible  to  see  how*  the  defendants  here  could  by 
their  conduct,  and  without  express  terms,  have  done  more 
than  they  did  to  treat  the  charter-party  as  a  subsisting  agree* 
ment,  and  that,^  too,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendants,  by  their  conduct,  acquiesced  in  the 
completion  of  the  voyage  under  the  charter-party,  took  the 
benefit  of  the  agreement  without  obji»ction,  and  offered  no 
remuneration  whatever,  because,  as  they  say,  their  sgehts  in 
Ifew  Ytivk  did  not  do  their  duty.  If  the  agents  cancelled 
their  instructions  from  the  master,  they  did  what  was  wrongs 
but  they  only  did,  in  New  York,  what  the  defendants  them^ 
selves  did  from  the  time  the  vessel  arrived  at  Halifax  till 
they  got  their  goods  safely  landed  at  Sydney,  and  the  freight 
bad  to  be  paid.  This  is  the  state  of  the  case  on  the 
defendants'  own  shewing,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  say  that  if 
there  was  law  to  support  such  a  defence  as  they  have  set  up, 
it  would  be  the  very  reverse  of  justice. 

But  the  plaintiffs  do  not  admit  that  the  facts  are  even  so 
favourable  to  the  defendants  as  I  assumed  them  to  be  in  the 
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observations  just  made ;  for  it  is  denied  that  there  was  any 
oral  limitation  whatever  to  the  first  authority  given.  It-is 
true  the  evidence  of  Mr.  John  Starr  was  tendered  to  shew 
that  there  was  such  limitation ;  but  assuming  that  evidence 
to  have  been  received,  how  could  it  effect  the  case  in  the  face 
of  the  written  lette*^,  the  defendants*  proved  dealing  with  the 
master,  their  acceptance  of  the  benefit  of  the  agreement 
without  objection,  and  the  fact  that  ifn  DeWolf  swears  that 
there  was  no  limitation,  corroborated  as  be  Is  by  Mr.  MarAaXU 
who  was  his  partner  and  was  present  tft  the  conversation 
referred  to,  and  certainly  not  contradicted,  if  not  corroborated, 
by  Mr.  Rober,  the  defendants*  own  witness,  who  was  also 
present  7  Is  it  not  quite  clear  that,  if  Mr.  Starr^9  evidence 
had  been  received,  and  a  verdict  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
defendants,  it  would  certainly  have  been  set  aside  as  an 
improper  verdict  ?  If  so,  of  course,  no  new  trial  would  ever 
be  granted  on  the  grounds  that  Mr.  Starr^a  evidence  was 
improperly  rejected.  The  rule  nisi,  I  think,  must  be  discharged 
with  costs. 
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T.  A*  and  J*  A.  wwt  MUMid  to  fiotlvt  gnnti  of  otitilii  Orawn  Liadi  vpon  wMoi  Ih^ 
prIoB  had  Vtea  pild  to  ttM  OoTtrnBwni  Btlbre  toklnir  out  tMr  gruito  th^  moitimtd  (hdr 
rlfthto  to  pMnliBL  Bubnqotiitly  th^  b«0MB«  lM»Wont,  and  madt  a  gwiwrnl  MrigniAMit  to 
dvtaidMitifor  tbt  bMMJH  of  thdr  oiodltonb  TIm  dtfMiduili,  m  fneli  ■■rigmw,  appUod  for 
tiM  jnwto  and  hid  tlMn  idmIo  out  to  thenotlvtf ,  tolecilBir  loto  in  dlfftnot  IomIIIIm  lto« 
tlMOt  indlQiitid  In  tho  otlglMl  tppUortloB,  bnl  tho  noiMy  paid  tor  Diob  wat  Ikat  paid  on  fho 
Arffftoal  appHcatton.  On  the  plalDitt  waklnf  ra-pa|iBtnt  of  tha  anKMini  Idteiad  hy  hiB  to 
T.  A.  and  J.  A.,  tha  difiiidaiito  rafttMd  to  tatiaty  Ma  eHam. 

iVcid,  thataa  aai%inn  of  tha  A.*^  thaf  bad  only  aoeaaadad  to  ladl  rlicMi at  tha  A.ni 
pnwBaiud  a*  tha  thaa  of  tha  aialgmnanlk  and  thoaa  ilghto  bavlnr  baan  norttagad  to  phdntlt, 
hia  ckim  ■hoold  ttnt  ba  ntlaflad  hafoiv  thigr  aonld  daal  with  tha  land  gtantad  to  than. 

Ritchie,  J.,  now,  (July  21st,  1874,)  delivered  ihe  judgment 
of  the  Court,  m  follows :— 

The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  »uit  is  founded  on  a 
mortgage  made  to  him  by  Thomas  Archibald  and  John 
Ai'diibald,  bearing  date  15th  February,  1867,  whereby, 
among  other  property,  they  conveyed  to  him  what  is  now  in 
controversy  in  these  words:  ** Two-third  parts  of  all  those 
several  lots  of  ungranted  land  applied  for  and  paid  for  at  the 
Crown  Land  Office  by  Stephen  KrackaurUer,  Adolph  Ouznan 
and  Francis  EUerAausen^  amounting  to  4,000  acres,  on  or 
near  the  St.  Croix  River  and  Paniike  Lakes,  the  right  or  title 
to  receive  grants  of  such  lands  having  been  secured  by  the 
said  JFrancis  EUerAa/Men  from  the  Crown  and  from  the  said 
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Stephen  Krackovnser  and  Adolph  Ouznan,  and  by  the  said 
Francis  EHUrs/iawien  transferred  to  the  St.  Croix  Manvfac^ 
ttiring  Comjxiny*'  (the  said  Arckihalds  having  become 
interested  therein  to  the  extent  of  two-third  parts)  which 
mortgage  wa*«  subject  to  a  proviso  that  it  should  liecome  void 
on  payment  to  the  plaintiff  of  $3.10  L2o  and  interest  by  two 
equal  instalments  at  9  &nd  18  months  after  the  date  thereof. 

The  application  by  Krackowiaer^  Omnan  and  EUer9hau^i\ 
had  been  made  in  JvXy  and  August^  1S6S,  and  $1,320,  the 
price  of  the  land,  was  then  paid  by  theiA  under  chapter  26 
Revised  Statutee,  whei*eby  it  is  enacted  that  the  Oovemor^in* 
Council  may  settle  the  price  of  crown  land  and  the  mode  of 
making  application  therefor,  and  that  any  person,  upon  due 
application  to  the  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands,  may  become 
the  purchaser  upon  making  immediate  payment  therefor  to 
the  Receiver-General. 

On  or  about  the  month  of  October,  1867,  the  Hessra 
Archibald  became  insolvent,  and  assigned  all  their  real  and 
personal  estate  to  Edmund  (7.  Tunning,  Charles  J,  Wylde  and 
John  B,  Campbell,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  their  creditor^ 
all  of  whom  accepted  the  trust ;  but  Campbell  has  departed 
this  life  since  the  commencement  of  this  suit. 

At  the  time  of  the  insolvency  and  assignment  the  grants, 
which  had  been  applied  for,  had  not  been  taken  out,  and  the 
assignees  assumed  the  right,  under  the  general  assignment 
made  to  them,  to  have  granted  to  them,  and  they  applied  for 
and  obtained  four  grants,  dated  severally  the  19th  October, 
1868,  comprising  2,278  acres ;  they  having,  with  the  permission 
of  the  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands,  selected  the  lands  to  be 
comprised  in  the  grants, — two  lots  in  the  County  of  Hants, 
one  in  the  County  of  HdUfoM,  and  one  in  the  County  of 
lMnenhu,rg.  These  lots  were  nelected  in  somewhat  different 
localities  from  those  indicated  In  the  ori^al  applications, 
Vut  the  application  of  the  assignees  for  the  grants  and  the 
selection  of  the  lands  were  based  on  the  original  application, 
and  the  money  paid  for  the  lands  so  granted  was  the  money 
paid  in-pn  such  ^original  application;  and  the  defendants, 
Edmund  C.  Twining  and  Charles  J.  Wylde  now  claim  that 
the  money  so  paid  passed  to  them  under  their  asuignment,  as 
well  as  tJie  right  to  obtun  the  grants  on  acooont  of  which  it 


JULY.    1874.  447 

was  paid,  and  to  bold  the  land  so  gi-anted  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors  of  the  Arckdhalih,  unaffected  and  unencumbered 
by  the  mortgage  held  by  the  plaintiff.  The  portion  of  the 
money  so  appropriated  was  $1,002.32. 

The  plaintiff  by  his  writ  claims  to  have  been  interested  in 
two-thirds  of  the  money  so  appropriated  by  the  assignees,  as 
well  as  in  two-thirds  of  the  balance  of  the  31,320,  and  he 
claims  that  the  lands  comprised  in  the  grants  obtained  by 
them  should  be  held  subject  to  his  mortgage,  and  he  pra3*8 
that  the  assignees  i&ay  be  declared  to  hold  two-third.s  thereof 
as  trustees  for  him,  to  the  extent  of  the  amount  due  on  his 
mortgage,  and  that  they  do  pay  him  the  amount  of  principal 
and  interest  due  thereon,  and  that  in  default  thereof  that  a 
decree  of  JForeclosiure  do  pass,  and  the  lands  be  sold  and  the 
proceeds  applied  to  the  payment  of  his  mortgage  and  costs, 
and  that  the  balance  of  the  money  paid  to  the  Commissioner 
of  Crown  Lands,  amounting  to  $317.68,  and  the  right  of 
pre-emption  of  land  secured  thereby  be  declared  subject  to  the 
plaintiff's  mortgage. 

The  defendants.  Twining  and  Wylde,  by  their  pleas,  admit 
that  their  application  for  the  grants  in  question  was  made  by 
them,  not  in  their  own  interest,  but  as  assignees  and  acting  for 
the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  F.  <t  J.  Archihttldt  and  in  the 
belief  that  the  money  which  had  been  originally  paid  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  grants  of  land  belonged  to  the  estate  of 
the  AixhihcUda,  and  they  appropriated  a  portion  of  it  in 
payment  for  the  lands  applied  for  by  them,  which  they  caused 
to  be  surveyed  and  run  out  and  granted  to  them  in  different 
localities  from  those  specified  by  the  original  applicants  in 
their  applications,  and  in  ignorance  of  the  claim  of  the 
plaintiff  under  his  mortgage.  The  other  statements  in  the 
pleas  were  either  irrelevant  or  unsustained  by  proof. 

The&e  defendants,  according  to  their  own  shewing,  occupy 
the  position  which  the  ArchibcUds  would  have  done  but  for 
the  assignment  They  do  not  pretend  that  they  made  the 
application  for  the  grants  independently  of  those  which  had 
been  previously  made ;  and  Twining,  one  of  the  defendants, 
says  truly  in  his  affidavit :  "  That  they  would  not  have  been 
Justified  in  speculating  with  the  funds  of  the  creditors  in 
purchasing  lands  from  the  government,  and  that  they  had,  in 
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fact,  no  funds  for  that  purpose,  but  they  felt  themselves 
authorized  to  apply  for  and  take  out  grants  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors  which  had  been  paid  for  by,  the  inaalventa.'' 

That  they  had  the  right  of  doing  so  cannot,  I  think,  be 
questioned,  for  the  plaintiff  could  only  claim  a  right  to  a  lien 
on  the  landi  a.s  a  security  for  his  debts,  and  as  it  would  not 
have  been  in  contravention  of  his  rights  for  the  Arehibalds  to 
have  taken  out  grants  in  their  own  name  before  the  assign- 
ment, so  after  it  their  assignees  would  have  the  right  to  have 
the  land  surveyed  and  granted  to  them,  and  the  money 
deposited  in  payment  applied  to  that  purpose ;  but^  whether 
this  wet*e  done  bj*^  the  one  or  the  other,  it  could  only  be  done 
subject  to  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  under  his  mortgage. 

For  the  Archibalds  to  have  attempted  to  evade  the  effect 
of  their  mortgage  by  applying  to  the  Commissioner  of  Crown 
Lands  for  permission  to  take  up  lands  in  other  localities  than 
those  indicated  in  the  original  applications,  and  appropriating 
the  money  in  payment  of  them,  and  then  contend  that  the 
mortgage  did  not  apply  to  such  lands,  would  have  been  a 
fraud  on  the  plaintiff,  and  as  I  think  the  Archibalds  could  not 
do  this,  so  I  think  their  assignees  could  not,  without  violating 
the  rights  of  the  plaintiff. 

Under  an  application  to  the  Commissioner  of  Crown 
Lands  for  a  grant  of  land  and  the  payment  of  the  price 
required  by  the  government,  the  applicant  does,  in  my  opinion, 
acquire  rights  under  the  Act  I  have  i*eferred  to,  not  that  he 
would  thereby  be  necessarily  entitled  to  a  grant,  for  there 
might  be  good  reasons  which  would  justify  the  government 
in  withholding  it,  but  I  cnnnot  bring  myself  to  the  conclusion 
that,  as  contended  on  the  argument,  he  has  no  rights,  legal  or 
equitable,  and  that  after  due  application  and  payment  of  the 
purchase  money  the  ComniiHsioner  of  Crown  Lands  can 
arbitrarily  prefer  a  subsequent  application.  The  whole  scope 
and  terms  of  the  Act  lead  me  to  the  inference  that  the 
legislature  intended  that,  as  between  subject  and  subject,  a 
right  of  pre-emption  should  be  acquired  by  the  first  applicant 
who  had  fulfilled  all  the  requirements  of  the  law  ;  and  in  the 
present  case,  whatever  the  rights  of  the  Archibtdda  were  to 
the  gi-ants  or  to  the  money  paid  in  as  the  price  of  the  lands, 
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tliose  rights  were  pledged  to  the  plaintiff  before  thdr  assign- 
ment to  the  defendants. 

Passing  for  a  moment  from  the  claim  of  the  piaintiff*  under 
his  mortgage,  what  is  the  nature  of  that  set  ap  by  the 
defendants  to  these  funds  and  to  the  lauds  purchased  with 
them  ?  They  hold  a  general  assignment  from  the  A^'AibcUds^ 
having  no  special  reference  either  to  the  money  or  the  lands. 
Upon  what  principle  can  they  seek  to  take  them  from  another 
party  to  whom  they  had  been  previously  specifidally  assigned, 
certainly  more  specifically  than  to  them,  as  a  security  for  a 
debt,  the  justness  of  which  is  not  called  in  question,  nor  is 
the  bona  fides  of  the  mortgage.  How  is  theirs  the  preferable 
title  t  They  could  take  no  more  than  the  Ardiibalds  had  to 
give  them»and  if  the  latter  would  had  been  estopped  from 
denying  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  under  his  mortgage,  so  are 
their  assignees. 

If  it  were  necessary  to  refer  to  any  authority  to  shew  that 
the  assignees  under  a  general  assignment  can  only  take  such 
rights  as  the  assignor  or  debtor  had  at  the  time  of  the  assign- 
ment and  subject  to  all  previously  existing  rights  and  Hens, 
see  8fig.  Vend,  is  Ptirch.,  570,  Eng.  Ed. ;  Story's  Eq,,  sections 
10,  88 ;  PickiTtg  v.  Infraoamb  Railway  Co.,  L.  R.,  36,  p.  257. 

The  plaintiff  having  a  lien  upon  two-thirds  of  the  lands 
comprised  in  the  said  grant  for  the  debt  due  him  and  intended 
to  be  secured  by  the  said  mortgage,  wi  order  will  pass,  in 
ease  the  amount  thereof  is  not  paid  to  him  by  the  said 
defendantf»,  Edmund  0.  Twining  and  CharUs  J.  Wylde,  the 
assignees  of  7.  i  J.  Archibald,  that  the  said  two-thirds  of  the 
said  lands  be  sold,  and  that  out  of  the  proceeds  the  amount 
due  the  plaintiff  for  principal,  interest  and  costs  be  paid  to 
him,  and  the  balance,  if  any,  be  paid  to  the  said  defendants. 

In  case  there  should  be  any  dispute  as  to  the  amount  due 
on  the  mortgage,  reference  shall  be  made  to  a  Master  to  settle 
the  amount 
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PLA4Tnrr  broafbt  m  aclloo  ac»f nft  drftodMillor  (mpMilttir apOB  bte  land  aad 
and  at  the  trial  provod  a  clear  doeumenlary  title,  ■•  well  aa  tltl^by  iialnt«mi|ilad 
lor  a  long  aeriea  of  yean.    Dafendant  pleaded  title  in  htmaelf  aa  ««U  aa  a  right  of  mj  for  the 
public  orer  the  land,  bat  failed  to  auppoii  dthar  plea.    The  Joiy  haitef  Ibond  a  verdict  far 

plaintiff, 

Held^  that  It  oonld  not  be  dlttnited. 

DesBarres,  J.,  now,  (Aagusi  13th,  1874,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows : — 

This  was  an  action  of  tresspass  for  breaking  and  entering 
on  Lot  No.  16,  at  Bdliveau  Cave,  in  the  County  of  Digby,  and 
destroying  plaintiffs'  fences,  &c.  To  this  action  no  less  than 
twenty-six  pleas  were  put  in,  of  which  it  is  only  necessary 
to  notice  such  as  raise  the  material  issues  in  the  case,  vis., 
the  1st  and  2nd  pleas,  denying  the  trespasses,  3rd  and  4th, 
denying  the  land  to  be  the  plaintiffs',  and  that  they  were 
possessed  of  it,  and  the  5th,  claiming  a  right  of  way  over  the 
locus  on  foot  and  with  cattle,  &c.,  for  20  years,  and  justifying 
the  knocking  down  and  destruction  of  the  fence  as  an 
obstruction.  The  rest,  with  the  exception  of  the  23th  plea, 
which  is  a  plea  of  leave  and  license,  &c,,  being  a  repetition  of 
the  oth  plea,  in  all  the  various  forms  which  the  ingenuity  of 
the  pleadors's  mind  could  suggest,  I  need  not  refer  to,  as  it 
would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  do  so. 

The  case  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  McOvMy,  at  dare, 
in  September,  1 873,  upon  whose  recommendation  it  was  agreed 
that  a  verdict  should  be  taken  for  plaintiff  for  $1,  subject  to 
the  decision  of  the  whole  Court,  who  were  to  draw  their  own 
conclusions  from  the  evidence  and  have  power  to  order  a 
nonsuit  or  direct  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  defendant,  as  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  the  merits  of  the  case  required. 

Having  carefully  read  the  learned  Judge's  report  and 
considered  the  evidence  produced  on  both  sides,  I  have  arrived 
at  the  conclusion  that  the  verdict  in  this  case  ought  not  to  be 
disturbed.  The  plaintiffs  derive  their  title  under  a  grant 
from  the  Crown,  dated  29th  June,  1775,  and  under  the  several 
mesne  conveyances,  &c,  made  of  the  land  down  to  that  under 
which  they  immediately  claim.  It  appears  from  this  grant 
and  the  plan  annexed  to  it  that  Lot  No.  15.  containing  200 
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acreB^  was  granted  ^  Idaricn  Terrio,  and  thai  Lot  No.  16» 
together  with  a  marsh.  Lot  No.  29,  containing  in  the  whde 
100  acres,  was  granted  to  Pierre  LeBlane ;  the  front  of  one* 
half  of  Lot  16  heing  the  sahject  of  contention  in  this  suit. 

Idarion  STerrio,  hy  will  dated  in  1812,  devised  to  his  sons, 
Joeepk  and  FMhridc^  Lot  Na  15  in  the  front  and  29  in  the 
rear.  On  the' 5th  Aprils  1821,  Mwrimo  LeBlanc  and  Gageton 
LeBUme^  representing  themselves  to  be  brothers,  and  who* 
thoogli  it  ia  not  so  stated  in  the  deed,  may  at  this 
distant  day  fisiriy  be  ptesnfiied  to  have  been  the  sons  and 
heirs-ai^law  of  Pierre  LeBlanc^  the  grantee,  e^eeated  a  deed 
to  Joeepk  and  Frederick  Tkeridn  ei  Lot  No.  16,  who.  then 
beeame  owners  of  Lots  Na  15  and  16,  at  Belliveafii  Cove,  in 
ibe  CSoonty  ci  Bigly^  fronting  on  8L  Mar^e  Bay.  On  the 
28th  /oHiiary,  1846,  Joeeph  Therian  executed  a  deed  to  his 
brother  Frederick  of  Lot  Na  16,  \hen  making  the  ktter  the 
sole  owner  of  that  lot,  and  retaining  for  himself,  as  it  it  would 
appear.  Lot  Nc^  15.  Frederick  J%trian,  by  his  Will,  dated 
18th  February,  186S,  devised  to  his  son  Maximin  half  of  Lot 
No.  16,  describing  it  thus :  *  One-half  of  the  lot  where  he  (M.) 
is  settled,  that  is,-  on  the  8.  W.  side,  beginning  from  the  main, 
post  road,  the  whole  width  of  the  said  lot  of  land  till  it  cornea 
opposite  the  N.  E.  side  of  said  Mcuemin^s  bam  ;  thence  on»* 
half  of  said  lot  to  be  divided  in  the  centre  the  whole  lengtii 
of  said  lot  as  far  as  the  rear.  Also  all  privileges  which  I  own 
at  the  front  of  said  lot  on  the  N.  W.  side  of  the  main  road, 
near  the  shore."  The  foregoing  are  the  documents  on  whidi 
th6  plaintifGi  rely  as  being  sufficient  to  establish  a  legal  title 
to  one-half  of  Lot  No.  16,  on  which  the  trespasses  complained 
of  are  proved  to  have  been  committed,  but  as  against  the 
defendant,  who  has  proved  no  title  in  himself  and  given  no 
evidence  of  dedication  of,  or  user  that  would  constitute  a 
right  of  way  over  the  land,  possession  alone  might  have  been 
considered  enough  to  entitle  them  to  maintain  trespass  against 
him.  They,  however,  have  not  rested  their  case  solely  on 
possession ;  they  have  proved  a  documentary  title  which  leaves 
no  doubt  on  my  mind  as  to  their  right  as  the  l^;al  owners 
of  the  land  to  recover  against  the  defendant,  who  stands  in 
the  position  oi  a  trespasser  and  an  intruder  on  their  possession. 
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One  of  the  objections  taken  to  the  plaintiffs'  right  to 
recover  was  that  there  was  no  proof  of  any  title  having  passed 
from  Pierre  LeBlane  of  Lot  No.  16  to  Marino  and  Gazeton 
LeBlane^  and  that  having  no  title  themselves,  they  qould  give 
none  to  Joseph  and  Frederick  Therian,  This  might  have 
been 'considered  a  good  objection  had  there  been  no  possession 
and  no  acts  of  ownership  exercised  by  the  latter  over  the  land, 
but  the  evidence  of  the  defendant  himself  famishes  an 
answer  to  this  objection.  At  l^ne  171  to  175  he  says: 
'*  Joeepk  and  Frederick  Therian  used  Lot  No.  16  when  I  first 
remember.  Joseph,  Frederick's  brother,  built  a  vessel  there 
24  years  ago:  the  last  he  built;  he  built  two  before  that." 
At  line  179  he  says :  "  F^'ederidc  and  Joseph  piled  seaweed 
there."  This  shows  that  they  claimed  and  u^ed  the  land  as 
rightful  owners  under  the  deed  they  held  from  Marino  and 
Oazeton  LeBlane,  while  others  who  walked  over  and  used  it 
for  other  purposes,  imagining  that  as  it  remained  uninclosed 
it  must  necessarily  be  public  property,  were  trespassers.  It 
cannot  be  pretended  that  any  of  the  acts  proved  on  the  part 
of  the  defence  were  such  as  could  at  all  effect  the  possession 
and  title  of  the  parties  claiming  the  land,  who  had  a  right  so 
long  as  no  adve^*se  holding  existed  to  put  up  a  fence,  as  the 
plaintiffs  had,  to  preclude  all  persons  from  passing  over  the 
land. 

Another  objection  urged  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
which  has  not  been  overlooked,  was  that  Frederick  Therian, 
the  father  of  Maximin,  did  not  devise  to  him  (M,)  one-half 
of  the  front  of  lot  No.  16,  lying  on  the  N.  W.  side  of  the  niain 
road,  near  the  shore,  now  in  dispute,  but  only  the  privileges 
which  he  owned  in  that  portion  of  the  lot  In  devising  one- 
half  of  the  lot  on  tuAtcA  MaoBimin  was  then  settled,  the  testator 
uses  the  words:  "To  be  divided  in  the  centre  the  whole 
length  of  the  lot  as  far  an  the  rear.**  Now  if  this  lot  was  to 
be  divided  into  two  equal  parts  by  a  line  running  through  the 
centre  the  whole  length  of  the  lot,  it  seems  to  me  to  follow  as 
a  necessary  consequence  that  it  must  have  been  the  intention 
of  the  testator  to  give,  and  that  to  fpve  effect  to  the  devise  it 
must  be  construed  as  giving  to  Maximin  the  full  half  of  Lot 
Ko.  16,  including  that  portion  of  it  near  to  and  fronting  on 
the  shore  on  which  the  trespass  waa  oommitted,  and  aa  the 
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deed  from  McuAmin  to  the  plaintiffs  covers  one-half  of  the 
lot  running  from  the  shore  to  the  rear,  I  do  not  think  it  is  an 
objection  that  can  prevail  or  affect  the  plaintiffs'  case. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  advert  to  the  evidence  produced  on 
the  part  of  the  defence  with  the  view  of  supporting  the  5th 
and  23th  pleas.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  we  think  it  does 
not  sustain  either  the  one  or  the  other  of  these  pleas.  We 
are  all  of  opinion  that  the  verdict  must  remain,  and  that  the 
rule  for  setting  it  aside  must  be  discharged  with  costs. 


YOUNG   V.   DeWOLF. 


A  Kuu  Abtohito  in  Um  flnl  fnttaiM*  wtll  not  bo  irnntad  lo  tntor  Jodgmtni  vpon'ia 
wranl  glTwi  wHtor  ft  rabaMoo  whioh  vm  iiMdt  •  rait  of  Coort. 

McDonald,  J.,  now  (August  15th,  1874.)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows : — 

Mr.  Rigby  moved  for  a  rule  absolute  in  the  first  instance 
to  enter  judgment  upon  an  awlird  made  under  a  submission, 
which  was  made  a  rule  of  Court. 

The  award,  among  other  things,  directs  that  the  defendant 
ahall  be  bound  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  balance  of  the  value 
of  deals  over  96,436  in  cash,  with  interest  from  the  20th  day 
of  January,  1874,  as  soon  as  the  plaintiff  shall  furnish  him 
with  a  sworn  surveyor's  certificate  of  the  quantity  and  correct 
specifications  according  to  contract, — which  certificate  the 
plaintiff  in  his  affidavit  says  has  been  furnished. 

In  England  the  performance  of  an  award  made  under 
a  submission  which  has  been  made  a  rule  of  Court  may  be 
enforced  sometimes  by  action,  sometimes  by  attachment,  and 
sometimes  by  execution  issued  upon  a  rule  of  Court  which, 
(under  1  4f  f8  Fta,  chap.  110,)  when  for  the  payment  of 
money,  has,  in  some  eases^  for  that  purpose  the  effect  of  a 
judgment ;  but  whether  by  attachment  or  execution,  the  rule 
will  be  a  rule  nisi  in  the  first  instance.  Our  statute  provides 
that  obedience  to  an  award  made,  as  the  one  before  us,  under 
a  snbmission  afterwards  made  a  rule  of  Court,  may  be  enforced 
by  the  Court  directing  a  judgment  to  be  entered  or  an 
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execution  to  issue  for  the  amount,  or  otherwise,  to  cany  sndi 
award  into  efiect. 

If  the  application  in  this  case  were  simply  for  an  execution, 
I  think  the  English  practice  would  he  followed,  and  that  a 
rule  nisi  would  issue, — and  I  see  no  stronger  reason  why  a 
rule  for  judgment  shpuld  be  made  absolute  in  the  first  instance 
than  one  for  execution. 

This  application  is  founded  on  afBdavits  setting  forth  thai 
certain  acts  were  done  after  the  making  of  the  awavd,  and  it 
will  not  be  denied  that  the  truth  of  that  affidavit  must  be 
a&sumed  before  judgment  can  be  entered.  It  would  be 
manifestly  unjust  to  conclude  the  defendant  by  entering 
judgment  against  him,  without  first  giving  him  an  opportunity 
to  be  heard,  both  as  to  the  facts  of  the  case  and  the  law 
applicable  to  these  facts.  I  think  the  plaintiff  should  have  a 
rule  nisi. 


MURDOCK  ET  AL.   V.   LAWSON  et  al. 

Wrbas  «b  onler  of  foredoniiv  and  nle  of  a  eoal  mine  wm  nmdt,  K,  mm  of  tho  kifMl 
dutraholden  in  the  Company  owiilny  Uio  mlnM,  api^Ml  for  an  order  dirootlnf  e^ctafai  eoal  to 
bo  fold  flnt  before  denllnc  with  the  mine  itoelf.  Hie  JndfEO  refuted  to  fire  the  order,  and  a 
appealed.  The  day  of  tale  wae  fixed  eubeequeot  ko  the  term,  and  with  the  nnderatandlnf  that 
if  the  cauee  was  not  reached  on  the  left  day  of  the  tenn,  a  further  pQetpoDemtiit  of  the  waim 
waif^i  be  moved  for.    The  canee  not  being  reached  and  aisned, 

B§ld,  That  the  tale  ■hould  be  poetpo&ed  on  tema  being  given  by  B. 

McDoKALD,  J.,  now,  (August  15th,  1874,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows : — 

These  suits  were  commenced  to  foreclose  mortgages  of 
properties  known  as  the  Blodo  House  Mines,  in  Cape  Breton^ 
and  an  order  of  foreclosure  and  sate  was  made  by  Mr.  Justice 
DesBarreSt  sitting  as  Equity  Judge.  An  application  was 
made  at  the  same  time  on  behalf  of  Hr,  Robert  BdUmy  one 
of  the  shareholders,  for  an  order  to  sell  a  quantity  of  coal 
taken  out  of  the  pit  of  the  mortgaged  mine,  and  to  apply  the 
proceeds  towards  the  payment  of  the  amount  due  on  the 
mortgage,  before  the  mine  and  other  mortgaged  premises 
should  be  sold.  The  learned  Judge  declined  to  make  such 
order,  but  granted  an  appeal  from  his  decision  to  this  Court, 
and  although  the  causes  have  been  cm  the  docket  for  argument 
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during  the  present  Term,  they  have  not  been  reached.  The 
learned  Judge  very  properly  fixed  a  day  subsequent  to  the 
Term  to  be  the  day  of  sale,  with  the  understanding  that,  if 
the  causes  should  not  be  reached,  counsel  would  be  at  liberty 
on  the  last  day  of  the  Term  to  move  this  Court  for  a  further 
postponement  of  the  sale. 

It  is  not  the  fault  of  the  appellant  that  the  causes  have 
not  been  aigued,  and  to  allow  the  property  to  be  sold  now 
would  be  in  effect  to  deprive  him  of  the  benefit  of  his  appeal 
Although  this  may  be  a  hardship  in  delaying  the  payment  of 
money  which  is  not  denied  to  be  due,  I  do  not  see  that  it  can 
be  avoided  in  this  any  more  than  in  many  other  cases  of 
unavoidable  delay.  J  do  not  think  this  is  the  time  to  enquire 
whether  or  not  Mr.  Bdkmi  has  placed  himself  in  the  proper 
position  to  prosecute  his  appeal  with  success,  though  that 
position  was  taken  on  the  argument  which  took  place  on  the 
application.  That  he  is  largely  interested  in  the  property  and 
entitled  to  intervene  cannot  be  denied ;  and  if  he  has  not  put 
himself  in  the  proper  position  to  succeed  in  his  appeal,  or  if 
bis  appeal  was  irregular,  there  was  a  way  of  taking  exceptions 
to  his  course,  but  exceptions  have  not  as  yet  been  taken  in 
the  way  thst  I  think  the  law  prescribes.  It  is  enough  now 
that  there  is. an  appeal  pending  of  which  the  parties  ought  to 
have  the  benefit,  if  possible;  but  while  securing  to  the 
appellant  his  legal  rights,  we  should  be  careful  to  secure  to 
the  creditors  their  substantial  rights. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore^  that  a  rule  should  pass  staying 
the  sale  till  after  judgment  t^hall  be  given  on  the  appeal,  the 
appellant  first  giving  security  by  a  bond,  with  two  sureties 
to  be  approved  of  by  a  Judge,  for  the  payment  of  all  the 
interest  which  will  accrue  upon  the  debt  secured  by  the 
mortgage  during  the  period  of  the  postponement,  and  also  the 
payment  of  additional  expenses  of  advertizing  consequent 
upon  the  postponement 
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McLEOD   V.  CAMPBELL 

ThAVKToYu  larth«r  mortfMred  •  ki  of  kad  to  deftndMt,  Mid  nibMqMiittj  difiMidHil,. 
with  the  content  and  bj  the  direction  of  tfte  iMhtr.  eonveyed  the  iot  ia  fee  rimple  to  M.  M. 
After  the  death  ef  tb«  father^  plaiottff  tovuffitt  «kilk  inder  his  wiH  aKaiM*  defeadaat  lor  th» 
land. 

Held,  That  the  latlier,  by  eonaratlnir  to  the  cont^jaaea  of  the  bnd  la  fee  efkaple  to  K.  M.» 
was  estopped  fntoi  redeemlaf  lt»  aad  aa  plaiatit  waa  la  ao  better  peeHtaa  than  her  foher 
Jadipnent  ebould  be  far  defendaal 

McDonald,  J.,  now,  (August  15th,  1874,)  delivered  the 
{adgment  of  the  Court,  as  foUows  r — 

The  plaintiff  claims  to  be  entitled,  under  the  Will  of  her 
late  father,  Roderick  MtLtod,  to  a  Tot  of  land  in  the  Countj 
of  Victoria^  of  which  her  father  had  given  the  defendant  a 
deed  absolute  on  the  face  of  it,  but  which  deed  has  been  held 
in  equity  to  be  a  mortgage  at  the  time  of  making  it.  In  the 
decree  which  established  that  fact  it  was  held  that  the 
mortgagor  having,  after  the  making  of  the  mortgage,  directed 
or  consented  to  a  conveyance  in  fee  simple  of  the  lands  in 
question,  by  the  defendant  to  one  Iforman  McLeod,  waa 
estopped  from  redeeming  tha  property  against  Norman,  who 
now  holds  th^  legal  as  well  as  the  equitable  title'  The 
plaintiff,  finding  that  the  deed  was  decreed  to  have  been  a 
mortgage  in  the  first  instance,  instituted  this  suit  against  the 
defendant,  still  alleging  herself  to  be  entitled  to  the  laiid 
subject  to  the  mortgage,  under  her  father's  Will,  claiming 
damages  from  the  defendant  for  disputing  her  right,for  keeping 
possession,  and  for  involving  her  in  an  equity  suit  toestablish 
her  rights. 

The  defendant  pleaded  that  he  conveyed  the  property  to 
Nonnan  McLeod  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  and  by  the 
direction  of  the  testator.  And  although  he  first  pleaded  that 
the  plaintilf  did  not  become  entitled  to  the  property  as  she 
alleged,  that  plea  was  for  some  reason  struck  out  of  the  issue. 

On  the  trial  it  was  agreed  that  a  verdict  subject,  &c.» 
should  be  taken  in  favor  of  the  plaintifiT  for  $500^ — the 
allegations  in  the  declamtion  and  the  facts  set  out  in  the  pl««s 
being  admitted  on  both  sides  and  agreed  to  be  taken  by  the 
Court  to  be  true  ;  and  all  such  inferences  to  be  drawn  from 
them  by  the  Court  as  a  jury  might  dniw  ;  and  that  they 
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bIiouIcI  be  viewed  in  connection  with  two  decrees  of  the  late 
learned  Judge  in  Equity,  in  matters  in  difference  between  the 
parties,  that  were  before  him ;  and  to  be  regarded  by  the 
Court  as  governed  by  these  decrees.  The  Court  to  be  at 
liberty  to  order  a  nonsuit  or  to  give  judgment  for  either  party, 
and  if  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  found  by  the  jury,  or 
for  any  less  sum  that  the  Court  might  consider  a  proper 
measure  of  damages. 

It  was  contended  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  that  the  fee 
simple  is  admitted  by  the  pleadings  and  the  agreement  just 
recited  to  be  in  the  plaintiff  as  alleged  in  the  declaration. 
But  it  must  be  remembered  that  although  that  allegation  is 
not  denied  in  express  terms  by  the  defendant's  pleas  remaining 
on  the  issues,  all  the  pleadings  are  by  the  agreement  to.  be 
received  in  connection  with  and  to  be  governed  by  the  decrees 
referred  to,  which  decrees,  under  the  facts  pleaded  in  this 
cause,  settled  the  point  that  the  deceased  was  estopped  from 
disputing  the  legal  as  well  as  the  equitable  title  of.  Norman 
McLeod.  The  plaintiff  is  not  in  a  better  position  than  her 
father  was.  She  got  by  the  decree  all  that  she  was  entitled 
to  receive,  not  the  land,  but  the  amount  found  due  her  upon 
the  accounting,  which  was  the  balance  of  the  value  of  the 
land  ;  and  she  is  bound  by  that  decree  as  well  as  the 
drfendant  is. 

But  even  if  the  allegations  in  the  plaintiff*8  declaration 
were  admitted  to  be  true,  has  she  a  cause  of  action  ?  I  think 
not.  If  she  has,  any  person  who  defends  a  suit  unsuccessf ully. 
either  in  whole  or  in  part,  is  liable  to  be  sued  again  for 
damages  because  he  made  a  defence, — the  moment  a  judgment 
is  entered  against  him. 

If  the  plaintiff  were  to  succeed  in  this  ease  to-day,  she 
might  with  equal  propriety  and  just  as  much  law  commence 
another  action  (o-morrow  to  recover  damages  from  the 
defendant  for  defending  this  suit;  and  so  on  as  long  as  the 
defendant  will  unsuccessfully  resist  any  claims  she  may  make. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  judgment  should  be  entered  for  the 
defendant 


458  WHITEHEAD   «.   HOWABD. 


WHITEHEAD   v.   HOWABD. 


TBI  Icfd  rhcllM  ^  the  pnikt  mmn  wetAnAj  dflpaodaa  t  upon  an  ifrMmen  t  < 
iheJudgeprasidivf  aftcbetrW  iaitnwt«dlJMjiu7th«i  under  tlMtMus  of  thai  i 
the  fftete  ta  prosC.  tbcve  cihoaM  be  «  ronlkt  fer  defendaii^  nenrthetow  the  \axf  fomd  fvtte 
pUintifl.    OnjHlemii'forencvtriel, 

HtU^  T^etee  thecuuetiuiiiluu  oftke  ifweweiit  tww  —tier  for  «hi  OeoiV  tte 
•henld  be  aei  eeide  end  4he  rale  for  a  new  CriAl  made 


UcCuLLT,  J.,  now,  (Ani^ust  15th,  1874.)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows : — 

This  was  an  action  tried  in  Sovemher  last,  at  Halifaa^ 
in  which  a  verdict  passed  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $1,500 
damages. 

A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  granted  by  the  learned 
Chief  Justice  who  tried  the  cause,  on  grounds  taken  for  a 
nonsuit  oh  the  trial  as  being  against  law  and  evidence  and 
the  Judge's  char^re,  and  for  excessive  damages. 

Plaintiff  and  defendant,  by  an  agreement  dated  1st  May^ 
1871,  under  seal,  entered  into  co-partnership,  as  clothiers  and 
outfitters,  for  a  term  of  five  years,  subject  to  a  sooner 
termination  thereof  after  pne  year,  by  a  notice  in  writing  at 
the  expiration  of  three  months  from  such  notice  or  such 
further  time  as  might  be  named  in  said  notice,  as  if  one  of 
the  parties  was  deceased,  to  be  given  by  one  partner  to  the 
other.  Then  followed  a  clause  by  which  defendant  was 
^  authorized  to  terminate  the  same  at  the  end  of  the  first  year 
without  any  notice,  if  the  business  should  not  prove  satis- 
factory to  him." 

The  merits  of  the  controversy  depended  upon  the  true 
meaning  and  legal  construction  of  this  clause.  Defendant 
having  terminated  the  partnership,  ejected  plaintiff,  which  was 
the  grievance  for  which  he  sought  to  recover  damage. 

The  strength  of  the  defence  consisted  in  his  4th  plea, 
which  set*  out  the  clause  in  the  co-partnership  articles  referred 
to,  and  under  which  he  sought  to  justify  the  termination  of 
the  contract 

In  his  charge  to  the  jury  the  learned  Chief  Justice 
expressed  himself  strongly  as  to  the  effect  of  this  clause, 
saying  "  that  plaintiff  could  not  succeed,"  although  he  had 
declined  to  nonsuit  on  the  application  oi^  defendant's  counsel 
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At  the  threshold  of  this  inquiry  lies  this  question,  whose 
doty  and  province  was  it  to  expound  this  written  instrument 
and  declare  what  it  meant,  and  especially  that  clause  upon 
which  defendant  relied.  It  clearly  appertained  to  the  Court, 
and  not  to  the  jury.  Broom^  in  his  Legal  Maxims,  p.  81, 
sec.  107,  says :  "  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  construe  all 
written  instruments  as  soon  as  the  true  meaning  of  the  words 
in  which  they  are  couched  and  the  surrounding  circumstances 
have  been  ascertained  as  facts  by  the  jury,  and  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  jury  to  take  the  construction  from  the  Court,*"  &c,  &&, 
adding,  "  If  this  were  not  so  there  would  be  no  certainty  in 
the  laws,"  &c.  Ad  questionem  legis  ^^eapondent  judices,  ad 
questioneni  fadi  juratis. 

Entertaining  this  view,  His  Lordship  added :  "  I  instructed 
the  jury  that  as  the  construction  of  the  deed  belonged  to  the 
Court,  and  my  opinion  of  the  above  clause  had  not  been 
shaken,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  their. verdict." 

Defendant  had  reserved  the  right  to  himself  of  dissolving 
the  contract — arbitrarily,  if  j'ou  choose — and  plaintiflf  agreed 
to  it  when  he  signed  the  articles.  Defendant  did  not  stipulate 
for  exercising  such  a  right.  If  reasonable  grounds  such  as  » 
jury  might  approve  should  exist,  he  reserved  it  unconditionally, 
and  he  was  not  compellable  to  give  any  reason  for  what 
might  be  considered  a  capricious  exercise  of  it. 

Having  pleaded  the  clause  in  bar,  and  given  proof  of  his 
dissatisfaction  with  the  partnership  business  and  the  mode  of 
its  being  conducted  and  the  results,  we  think  with  His 
Lordship  who  tried  the  cause  that  the  verdict  should  have 
been  for  the  defendant.  This  rule  nisi  must  be  made  absolute 
with  costs. 


LYON    V.   MORTON. 


Wbkbs  Um  giMtllon  aft  Imm  wm  pardy  ona  of  fict,  Involving  no  lc|pU  poinU  whaiavtr, 
And  the  Jtidire  1«ft  tiw  whok  diMf*  cimo  to  tho  Jury,  who  found  tor  tho  plaintiff. 
aUd,  That  tho  verdict  oouM  not  be  dfetqrbed. 

McCULLT,  J.,  now,  (August  loth,  1874,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows : — 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  tried  at  Windsor,  wherein 
a  verdict  passed  in  favor  of  plaintiff  and  a  rule  nisi  was 
taken  under  the  statute. 
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It  WAS  urged  for  defendant  that  there  had  been  misdirection 
by  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause.  But  I  have  not 
been  able  to  arrive  at  that  conclusion.  The  dispute  was 
largely,  if  not  wholly,  one  of  boundary,  and  the  question  was 
which  of  the  two  lines — ^that  claimed  by  plaintiff  or  that  by 
defendant — ^was  the  true  division  line.  A  mass  of  evidence  as 
to  acts  of  possession  and  admissions  by  the  respective  parties 
was  presented  to  the  jnry,  and  withal  so  conflicting  and  so 
contradictory  that  the  case  was  emphatically  one  for  a  jury. 
The  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  viewed  it  in  that 
light,  and  in  his  report  of  the  trial  and  a  brief  charge  says : 
"  I  left  the  whole  charge  open  to  the  jury."  In  doing  so  I 
think  he  was  right,  and  it  was  the  province  of  the  jury  to 
find  for  plaintiff  or  defendant,  just  as' they  gave  credence  to 
the  testimony  on  one  side  in  preference  to  that  produced  on 
the  other. 

If  it  were  open  to  the  Court  to  pronounce  as  to  the  weight 
of  testimony,  which  is  rarely  if  ever  the  case,  it  would  be 
exceedingly  difficult  to  say  how  the  balance  should  be  adjusted. 
But  the  jury,  who  constituted  the  proper  tribunal,  have  settled 
that  point  by  finding  for  plaintiff. 

The  technical  objections  taken  on  the  part  of  defendant 
at  the  argument  that  the  action  was  for  a  whole  lot  and  the 
proof  only  for  a  part,  if  available  for  any  purpose,  should  have 
been  taken  at  the  trial,  when  an  amendment  might  perhaps 
have  cured  such  a  defect  if  it  existed ;  but  the  jury  have 
settled  that  as  one  of  the  questions  of  fact 

It  was  then  contended  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
plaintiff's  possession  of  the  north  part. of  the  lot,  but  the 
finding  of  the  jury  concludes  defendant  as  to  the  entire  lot 
described  in  the  pleadings. 

It  was  urged  that  there  was  a  portion  of  plaintiff's 
documentary  title  outstanding  in  some  of  his  relations,  as 
shown  by  his  own  witnesses.  The  proper  time  for  defendant 
to  have  availed  himself  of  such  an  objection  as  that  also  was 
during  the  trial,  when  the  record  could  have  been  adapted  to 
the  proofs  if  it  were  necessary.  But  the  plaintiff  claimed  by 
possession  for  more  than  twenty  years,  as  well  as  by 
documentary  evidence  and  under  the  statute  of  limitation,  as 
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applicable  to  a  case  like  the  present.  Had  the  plaintiff 
entered  upon  his  possession  alone,  and  the  jury  found  for  him 
the  Court  would  not  disturb  such  a  verdict 

The  rule  must  be  discharged  with  costs. 


HORSE   V.   RIPLEY. 

DmNDAm  inirt  idalntUf  *  wtmni  of  AttoriMj  to  Moun  tho  price  of  a  lot  of  land. 
Pfadntlfl  onterad  up  judgmont,  and  ImumI  aoeotlon  which  dofoDdant  wught  to  have  Mi  Mido 
on  the  gfoiind  that  there  wae  an  endomikm  oo  the  warrant  givloir  htm  ten  jea/e  time,  «'hi<Ai 
had  not  expired.  Plalntiir  admitted  the  oBdoreatloB,  hot  olelmed  that  it  had,  at  the  Une  of 
Ite  exeeutiOD,  heeo  eneed  with  the  oooeeni  of  defendant.  Defendant  alleKed  that  the  eraeure 
wie  aoeidontal,  and  had  ocearred  eoheeqnently.    The  evidence  oorroboratlng  plalntUTe  poeltioo. 

BeM,  That  the  Judgnmit  ehould  remain,  and  eieenUon  leRM. 

McCuLLT,  J.,  now,  (August  15th,  1874,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows : — 

This  case  came  from  Amherst  upon  a  motion  to  set  aside  a 
judgment  entered  up  on  a'  warrant  of  attorney,  an  execution 
issued,  and  a  levy  thereunder  with  costs,  on  grounds  set  forth 
in  defendant's  affidavit,  the  exhibits  annexed,  inspection  of 
the  warraiit,  and  other  papers  on  file.  A  rule  nisi  was 
granted  there  with  a  stay  of  proceedings,  and  the  learned 
Judge  who  presided  gave  leave  to  move  to  make  it. absolute 
in  Term. 

The  cause  was  argued  and  preliminary  affidavits  read  in 
reply.  A  defeasance,  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of 
defendant,  had  been  written  on  the  back  of  the  warrant, 
giving  him  ten  years  to  pay,  &c.,  and  on  inspection  of  the 
paper  it  was  found  so  besmeared  and  blotted  with  ink,  that 
the  writing  endorsed  was  not  legible. 

On  the  part  of  plaintiff  it  was  not  denied  that  such  a 
defeasance  had  been  endorsed,  but  it  was  sworn  that  it  was 
endorsed  under  a  misapprehension  or  mistake,  and  that  before 
or  at  the  time  of  execution  it  was  erased  under  an  agreement 
with  and  by  the  consent  of  defendant.  The  blotting  and 
besmearing  were  admitted,  but  sworn  to  be  the  result  of  an 
accident  occurring  at  a  subsequent  date  from  the  upsetting  of 
an  ink-bottle.    The  warrant  of  attorney  had  been  taken  to 
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secfire  the  priee  of  a  lot  of  wilderness  land  wbich  defencbtni 
had  purchased  of  plaintiff  and  hb  brother,  Rcbie  Morm^  to 
lomber  on,  and  in  the  act  of  di^xxong  of  the  lomber  taken  oS 
the  land  and  manafaetared  eloee  by  ai  a  saw-miU,  plaintiff 
levied  upon  it 

The  merits  of  the  contfOTttsy  depended  upon  the  contra* 
dictions  and  conflicting  statements  omtained  in  the  affidavits 
read.  In  addition  to  hb  own  affidavit  and  that  of  hb  brother, 
Robie  Morse,  plaintiff  prodaced  affidavits  of  other  parties 
giving  color,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  to  facts  not  altogether 
immaterial,  favorable  to  portions  of  hb  own,  and  corroborative 
of  statements  made  by  Bobie  Marae,  who  was  interested  ir 
the  judgment 

We  think,  on  a  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  as  testified 
to  on  both  sides,  that  a  case  has  not  been  made  oat  to  warrant 
the  making  the  rule  nUi  abeolnte. 

The  rule  nidi  refers  to  the  affidavit  of  defendant  and  the 
exhibit  annexed,  that  was  the  note,  the  warrant  of  attorney, 
and  other  papers  on  file,  but  not  to  the  execution,  nor  is  any 
copy  of  it  among  the  papers,  nor  have  we  any  means  of 
knowing  what  the  order,  if  any,  consisted  of,  requesting  or 
directing  a  levy.  The  Court,  however,  are  of  opinion  thai  the 
plaintiff  under  any  circumstances  b  and  ought  to  be  limited 
in  any  levy  and  sale  to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  dollars,  as 
agreed  upon  and  admitted  to  be  thetimount  payable  in  April 
or  May. 

Before  closing,  however,  the  Court  feel  it  due  to  say  that 
on  an  inspection  of  the  warrant  subjected  to  chemical  proof, 
it  is  clear  to  them  that  the  endorsement  sworn  to  by  plaintiff 
and  his  brother  had  been  made  and  existed  before  the  blotting 
occurred,  and  if  so,  all  motive  for  improperly  tampering  with 
the  paper  by  blotting  it  ceases  to  exist ;  consequently  there 
b  no  room  for  any  reflection  upon  the  character  of  the  plaintiff 
in  thb  matten    The  rule  niei  niust  be  discharged  with  cosU. 
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In  Rb  estate  OF  CATHERINE  BARRY. 

To  Taifciilrix  divfsed  to  har  frrmnd-chUdren  *'«U  mj  monej  In  tb«  bode  «r  ftandi^*  Bad 
than  wm  a  rwidoMy  deviM  to  MK>tb«r  jmxij. 

HtUf  That  tboM  worda  did  not  tnolndo  •  •am  of  money  contained  In  a  cbeit  fai  teitatrix^ 


McCuLLT,  J.,  now,  (August  15th,  1874,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  tbe  Court,  as  follows : — 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  late  Judge  in 
Equity  sustaining  the  decree  or  order  of  the  Judge  of  Probate 
for  the  County  of  RidLmond.  The  sole  question  before  the 
Court  arose  out  of  the  lOtfa  clause  of  the  Will  of  the  testatrix, 
which  was  as  follows : — ^Af ter  making  disposition  of  a  portion 
of  her  estate,  she  gave  her  grandchildren,  John,  Mary  and 
Elizabeth  Flinn, "  all  my  money  in  the  bank  or  funds,"  and 
there  being  a  clause  containing  a  residuary  devise  to  another 
party,  the  controversy  was  whether  a  considerable  sum  of 
money  contained  in  a  chest  in  the  testatrix's  house,  viz., 
1893.84,  passed  to  the  grandchildren  or  not — under  the  devise, 
''  all  my  money  in  the  bank  or  funds."  The  testatrix  at  the 
time,  had  a  considerable  sum  of  money  in  the  Bank  of  British 
North  Ainerica,  but  it  was  contended  that,  notwithstanding 
the  residuary  clause,  the  words  "  all  my  money  in  the  bank  or 
funds  "  meant  all  money  whatsoever  of  the  testatrix  wherever 
found,  that  in  the  chest  included. 

A  very  elaborate  judgment  of  the  late  learned  Judge  in 
Equity,  and  a  great  mass  of  cases  and  principles  collected  from 
text  books  were  presented  and  read  to  us  on  the  ai'gument, 
but  the  plain  evident  meaning  of  the  testatrix,  as  it  seemed  to 
the  Court,  could  be  obtained  from  the  language  used,  without 
any  forced  construction  or  change  of  phi'aseology.  "  All  my 
money  in  the  bank  or  funds,"  in  the  bank  understood,  is  no 
constrained  or  unusual  manner  of  rendering  such  a  sentence, 
and  tbus  rendered  it  completely  satisfies  every  word  of  the 
sentence,  and  does  no  violence  to  any  of  the  rules  of  law  for 
construing  the  language  of  wills  and  testamentary  devises. 
On  the  contrary  it  harmonizes  in  the  principles  well  under- 
stood and  applicable  to  this  and  like  cases*  See  Wig.  on 
WtUs,  pp.  104, 194, 195. 
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**  That  construction  of  a  will  is  to  be  preferred  whichi 
consistently  with  the  rules  of  law,  gives  eifect  to  the  greatest 
part  of  it."  See^  Jf.  it  M.,  Sd4t  ]  S  A.itE.,Zi\\  6B.A  A^ 
621,  Ex.  Oh, 

Again :  "  The  intention  of  the  testator  is.  to  be  collected 
from  the  whole  of  the  will,  which  collection  must  be  founded 
on  the  writing  itself/*    S  Bur.,  1553. 

In  the  sense  in  which  the  words  *'  funds  *'  is  understood 
in  Evglandy  if  the  testatrix  had  had  money  invested  in  the 
consolidated  fuqds,  doubtless  the  language  would  have  sufficed 
to  have  given  her  interest  therein.  Bat  we  have  no  securities 
in  this  country  known  as  the  **  funds/'  and  if  there  were,  as 
the  money  in  dispute  was  in  a  chest  in  testatrix's  house,  it 
becomes  a  mei^e  speculative  inquiry  to  pursue  an  investigation 
of  the  meaning  of  that  word,  further  than  to  ascertain  satis- 
factorily whether  money  in  a  chest  in  testatrix's  house  can  be 
held  to  be  money  in  the  bank  or  funds.  That  the  intent  of 
the  testatrix  was  to  give  her  money  invested  in  bank  stock 
or  on  deposit  in  the  bank  there  b  little  room  for  doubt,  I 
apprehend,  and  in  F.  d.  Loundea  v.  Latindes,  4  Bur.,  2246, 
the  rule  is  laid  down  and  is  law  to  this  day  th&t  a  will  must 
be  construed  according  to  the  testator's  intent,  if  the 
words  will  bear  such  a  construction.  That  testatrix  could 
have  meant  money  in  a  chest  in  her  house,  in  using  the  words 
**  money  in  the  bank  or  funds,"  is  not  to  be  supposed.  In 
S  Mer.,  22,  it  Ls  laid  down  that  in  construing  a  will  it  is  to 
be  presumed  that  the  testator  was  acquainted  with  ihe  rules  of 
law,  and  in  g  Bur.,  767,  Strong  v.  Oummingt  it  is  established 
that  no  particular  form  of  words  is  necessary  to  convey  the 
testator's  meaning.  The  bequest  here  has  been  significantly 
and  intentionally  limited,  as  is  clearly  manifest.  Had  the 
language  of  the  devise  been,  "all  my  money,**  doubtless 
money,  whether  in  the  bank,  or  funds,  or  chest,  or  elsewhere, 
would  have  passed.  But  purposely  to  prevent  such  an 
operation  tha  testatrix  limits  the  generality  of  the  bequest  by 
adding  after  the  expression,  "  all  my  money  *'  these  words  of 
iimitationa, "  in  the  bank  or  fund^."  So  that  whether  the 
clailse  be  read  literally,  or  whether  to  exclude  the  construction, 
that  money  in  the  bank,  being  not  testatrix's  money,  but  the 
bank  money,  the  words, ''  or  funds  **  were  superadded,  so  as  to 
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ensure  the  interest  passing  of  all  testatrix's  devisable  property 
in  the  bank,  in  either  case  this  Court  are  of  opinion  that  the 
words,  "  money  in  the  bank  or  funds,"  where  there .  is  a 
residuaiy  devise,  did  not  carry  money  in  a  chest  in  testatrix^s 
house.  This  view  is  strengthened  by  the  decision  in  Button 
V.  HdckenhuU,  Weekly  Bep.^  vol.  XXIL,  p.  701,  a  recent  case, 
reported  20th  June,  1874.  There  the  testator,  after  bequeath- 
ing a  legacy  of  £l,OQO  to  his  wife,  gave  her  his  writing  desk 
and  all  the  small  coins,  curiosities  and  other  artidea  iherevn 
contained.  At  the  time  of  his  death  the  desk  contained 
besides  the  curiosities,  a  sum  of  gold,  several  bank  notes,  and 
silver  and  copper,  amounting  in  all  to  £321;  Held'  by 
Maline,  V.  0.,  that  the  above  gift  did  not  include  the  £321. 

We  think  the  decision  of  the  Judge  in  Equity  as  well  as 
that  of  the  Judge  of  Probate,  which  it  upholds,  should  be 
reversed. 


PATZANT   V.   MONTGOMERY. 

PLAnmrr,  wbo  ntlddd  la  KratvOIt,  Vrooghi  ut  Mkkm  agalml  -diftiidaat  and  laM  Um 
MfMM  At  Rentfille.  TSia  oontnct  «m  Bud*  In  Hallfu,  wlitn  dafondtnt  bad  raUfld,  and  all 
Mi  wttoaHM  mn,  and  It  waa  at  oonvanlaBl  tor  tha  ntalorit^  of  plalntUllB  vltnaHH  to  attaod 
al  Halifax  for  the  trial  aa  at  Vantrtlto,  on  appllaatUm  by  dafandaat. 

BM,  Thai  tha  ventu  ahoald  be  dhaagad  to  BalUbx. 

Ritchie,  J.,  now,  (August  15th,  1874,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows  : — 

The  defendant  in  this  case  made  an  application  to  change 
the  venw  from  KentviUe,  in  Kings  County,  to  Halifax^  and 
in  his  affidavit  he  states  that  the  contract  was  made  in 
Halifax,  and  that  he  and  his  witnesses,  nine  in  number,  reside 
in  Halifax,  and  that  if  the  cause  is  tried  at  Kentville  instead 
of  Halifax  he  will  be  put  to  an  additional  expense  of  at  least 
S400,  and  he  further  states  that  the  plaintiff  had  threatened 
before  the  bringing  of  the  suit  that  in  case  he  would  not  pay 
his  claim,  and  as  a  means  of  coercirg  him  to  do  so,  he  would 
have  his  writ  returnable  at  the  Court  at  Kentville^  and  thus 
give  him  the  trouble  of  attending  there  with  his  witneases  to 
defend  the  suit 
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In  answer  to  this  application  of  the  defendant  the  plaintiff 
says  that  he  will  requii*e   the  attendance  of   twenty -eight 
witnesses  to  support  his  case,  and.  if  all  these  or  the  larger 
portion  of  them  resided  in  Kings  County,  there  would  have 
been  reason  for  his  having  selected  that  county  rather  than 
Halifax  as  the  most  convenient  for  the  trial,  but  of  these 
witnesses  four  only  reside  in  Kings  County,  and  twenty -one 
at  Bridgewafert  in  the  County  of  Lunenburg,  who  can  as 
conveniently  attend  at  Halifax  as  KentviUe,  or  nearly  so,  and 
if  the  plaintiff  had  considered  the  question  of  expense  we 
would  have  thought  he  would  have  selected  Lumenburg  and 
not  Kings  as  the  venue  of  his  action,  and  if  he  had  done  so 
it  might  reasonably  have  been  contended,  in  case  an  applica- 
tion were  made  to  change  it,  that  it  could  be  more  conveniently 
tried  there;  but  what  grounds  are   there  for  denying  that 
there  is  a  preponderance  of  conveliience  in  trying  the  case  at 
KentviUe,  or  Halifax,  where  the    contract   was  made,  and 
where  the  defendant  and  all  his  witnesses,  nine  in  numberi 
reside.    Between    those    two    places,  in    my    opinion,    the 
preponderance  of  convenience  is  in  favor  of  Halifax,  and  the 
case  of  Levy  v.  Rice,  L.  R.,  5  C.  P.  119,  supports  the  view  I 
have  taken  of  this  case.    That  was  an  action  for  the  breach  of 
a  contract  at  Liverpool,  where  the  plaintiff  resided  and  the 
contract  was  to  be  performed,  and  the  venue  was  laid  in 
London.    Tho  Judge  at  Chambers,  on  the  application  of  the 
defendant,  ordered  the  venue  to  be  changed  to  Litferpool,  u^n 
an  affidavit  that  all  his  witnesses,  thirteen  in  number,  resided 
there,  notwithstanding  that  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  stated  that 
all  but  one  of  his  witnesses,  twenty-eight  in  number,  resided 
in  London,  And  the  Court  sustained  his  decisioB.    Montagu 
Smiihi.  J.,  in  giving  judgment :   "  I  do  not  understand  the 
Judge  to  have  said  that  if  all  the  plaintiff^s.  witnesses  resided 
in  London,  and  none  or  but   a   few  of  the  defendants  ia 
Liverpool,  he  would  have  ordered  the  venue  to  have  been 
changed  to  Liverpool,  merely  because  th^  contract  was  made 
there ;  but  the  fact  of  the  contract  having  been  made  in 
Liverpool,  added  to  the  fact  of  all  the  defendant's  witnesses 
being  Liverpool  men,  might  well  induce  him  to  change  the 
venue  to  that  place.    The  discretion  probably  would  not  have 
been  so  exercised  a  few  years  ago,  but  the  rule  now  is  that  if 
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there  is  a  preponderance  of  convenience  in  trying  the  cau80  in 
one  place  rather  than  in  another  the  venue  will  be  changed." 
And  at  the  done  of  his  argument  he  says :  "  Probably  the 
best  rule  is  that  where  the  preponderance  of  convenience  and 
the  place  of  contract  and  the  defendant's  residence  concur, 
these  should  regulate  the  Judge's  discretion  in  ordering  a 
change  of  venue?* 

I  cannot  help  adverting  to  the  unsatisfactory  way  in 
which  the  plaintiiF,  Tupper,  answers  the  statement  of  the 
defendant  regarding  his  threat  of  putting  him  to  the  incon- 
venience of  going  to  Kentifille  to  defend  the  action,  and  the 
-selecting  of  that  place,  while  the  defendant's  witnesses  and  by 
far  4^he  greater  number  of  his  own  resided  in  other  counties, 
would  seem  very  like  the  carrying  out  of  such  a  thrdat. 

After  reading  the  pleadings  in  this  case  and  considering 
carefully  the  affidavits  on  both  sides,  I  am  led  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  venue  should  be  changed  to  H<difax. 


McFHE^   V.   CAMERON. 

Ix  n  MfifcNi  of  •jedBMitt  tb*  jarj  toimd  for  th«<def«idiint,  aod  the  Judice  refusing  « 
pew  tetel.  It  wiB  taken  out  under  the  ttetate.  On  eivument  the  welyht  of  evidence  b«iutf 
«ieerly  with  the  deiendeiH, 

F«M,  That  the  veiotot  eonki  not  be  diitoAed. 

Yoaira,  C.  J.«  now,  (August  15th,  1874,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows : — 

This  is  an  ejectment  brought  for  a  small  triangular  piece 
of  land  at  Lockeiber  Lake^  in  the  County  of  Antigoniek,  used 
by  the  defendant  as  a  yard  for  his  firewood,  involving  also  a 
portion  of  his  dwelling  bouse.  The  case  was  tried  in  October, 
1873,  before  Judge  Ritchie,  who  left  it  to  the  jury  on  the 
conflicting  evidence  of  a  posse&sory  title  in  the  defendant. 
They  found  a  verdict  for  him,  and  the  Judge  having  refused 
a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  the  case  was  argued  before  us  under  the 
statute.  The  legal  title  was  originally  in  the  plaintiff  under 
a  deed  from  his  father,  the  grantor,  and  the  plaintiff  having 
conveyed  the  adjoining  lot,  bounded  by  an  old  road,  to  John 
Ferguaean,  in  lft87,  and  the  piece  in  dispute  lying  between 


468  McPHEB   v.   CAMERON. 

the  old  road  and  a  Hew  one  laid  out  in  the  same  year,  the 
question  turned  mainly  upon  the  possession  of  Fergvssonj 
under  whom  the  defendant  held  by  deeds  created  in  1866  and 
186S.  These  deeds  bounded  the  defendant  by  the  new  road 
to  the  West,  and  covered  the  piece  in  controverey,  and  the 
defendant  alleged  that  before  he  went  to  the  place  in  1867 
the  plaintifi  told  him  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  this  pieoe» 
and  that  he  had  sold  it  to  FerguMon  for  a  sett  of  barrow 
teeth.  This,  although  contradicted,  had  doubtless  some  weight 
with  the  jury.  Fergusaon  himself  testified  that  be  gave  the 
harrow  teeth  in  1H44,  and  that  he  was  in  possession  of  it 
b}*  himself  and  his  son  till  he  gave  the  deed  to  Gameran  in 
18G6 ;  that  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  any  other  person  bad 
ever  been  in  possession  since  be  purchased  but  himself  and 
those  he  had  put  in  ;  that  he  had  cut  down  the  trees  on  the 
triangle  in  dispute,  had  cleared  the  whole  of  it  and  had  a  crop, 
and  had  a  temporary  fence  along  the  bank.  He  lived  on  the 
lot,  he  said,  till  1854  or  1855,  when  he  moved  to  the  back 
lands,  and  then  his  son  lived  on  it  He  added  that  he  had 
not  for  30  years  himself  occupied  it — not  since  be  went  to  the 
back  lands. 

This  inconsistency  appears  on  the  minutes,  and  was  not 
inquired  into  or  explained  at  the  trial,  but  all  the  circum- 
stances are  in  sup  port  of  a  continuous  holding,  and  they  were 
left  to  the  jury.  Some  suspicion  was  cast  upon  the  bona 
files  of  the  plaintifi's  claim  by  the  fact  that  upwards  of  30 
years  after  the  new  road  was  laid  out  and  the  old  one. aban- 
doned he  applied  to  the  Sessions  for  an  order  to  dose  it  up, 
vesting  the  old  road  in  himself  two  years  before  action 
brought.  He  gave  notice  of  this  application  to  Cameron,  but 
without  intimating  his  ulterior  purpose  in  making  or 
strengthening  his  title  to  the  disputed  piece. 

The  weight  of  evidence  on  the  point  of  possession  as 
against  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  is  with  the  defendant,  and 
the  jury  having  found  for  him,  I  think  the  verdict  ought  not 
to  be  disturbed. 
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Tra  ptaintiflf  tntend  into  a  parol  agrMiiMnt  with  dftfendaat,  wliMPebj  te  oontklcniiioii  of 
Uk  BMlntaiuuioe,  which  wm  to  be  Mcnrod  by  defwdsort  bond  with  tw'o  sureties,  he  under* 
iook  to  giTe  dofendeit  a  deed  of  his  turn.  Neither  the  bond  nor  deed  were  given,  but 
pbdntiff  lired  with  defendant,  and  wee  maintained  by  blm  for  several  yean.  Then  tronble 
arose  between  them,  and  plaintiff  went  sway  and  brought  an  action  to  rsoover  the  fhrm. 
Defendant  pleaded  an  equitable  defence. 

field.  That  under  chapter  80,  Revised  Stattites,  section  6,  the  Supreme  Court  had  full 
power  to  determine  the  equities  between  the^parties,  eud  that  npon  the  defendant  pt^r^g  the 
costs  of  the  suit,  and^ving  the  nquinod  bond,  thephdntifl  should  execute  a  deed  to  him  of 
thefhrm. 

Young,  0.  J,,  now,  (September  lat,  1874,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Ooart,  as  follows: — 

The  plaintiff  in  this  ease,  a  widower  without  children, 
infirm,  and  upwards  of  80  years  of  age,  is  the  legal  owner  of 
a  farm  of  150  acres  at  Mcmckest&r  Road,  in  the  County  of 
Antigoniah^  which  he  acquired  through  his  wife  and  has  held 
as  his  own  since  the  year  1820.  His  wife  and  he  adopted  a 
girl  in  her  infancy,  who  stayed  with  them  ofi  and  on  till  the 
death  of  the  wife,  and  then  remained  with  the  plaintiff  as  his 
housekeeper,  and  married  the  defendant  A  parol  agreement 
was  then  entered  into  betweien  the  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
under  which  the  defendant  lived  upon  and  cultivated  the 
farm,  erected  a  harn  on  it,  and  was  to  have  it  as  his  own 
upon  the  terms  I  shall  presently  inquire  into.  After  some 
years,  during  which  the  parties  lived  together  in  harmony, 
the  old  man  paid  a  visit  to  Halifax,  and  executed  a  deed  of 
the  farm  to  a  nej^ew  of  his  while  there.  Saying  nothing  of 
this,  he  returnecl  to  the  defendant ;  but  becoming  dissatisfied, 
left  him  about  three  years  ago,  .and  in  Apinl,  1871,  having 
got  a  deed  of  the  land  back  from  his  nephew  to  perfect  his 
title,  he  brought  an  action  of  ejectment.  In  answer  to  which 
the  defendant,  besides  the  usual  statutable  plea,  gave  notice 
of  an  equitable  defence  founded  on  the  agreement  under 
chapter  124^  Revised  Statutes,  (3rd  Series,)  section  46, 
repn>duced  in  the  4th  Series  as  section  £9  of  chapter  94. 

On  these  pleadings  the  cause  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice 
RiUAie,  when  the  whole  case  was  gone  inta  In  an  examina- 
tion of  the  plaintiff,  taken  de  bene  esse  and  put  in  by  the 
defendant,  he  said :  **  The  conditions  agreed  on  between  me 
and  the  defendant  were  that  he  was  to  provide  for  me  all  the 
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necessaries  of  life,  according  to  my  station ;  to  find  bed  and 
bedding  for  me  ;  and  to  find  a  horse,  waggon  and  hamesft  for 
me  any  day  that  I  wanted  to  leave  home."'  In  his  direct 
examination  at  the  trial  he  denied  that  there  was  any  under<> 
standing  or  agreement  between  him  and  the  defendant  about 
giving  him  a  title  to  the  land,  but  this  we  must  attribute  to 
his  infiimity  or  his  age,  for  on  being  re-called  he  acknowledged 
that  there  was  an  agreement  that  the  defendant  was  to 
support  him  and  to  receive  a  deed  on  giving  a  bond,  with 
sureties  whom  he  named ;  that  he  got  both  deed  and  bond 
written  according  to  the  agreement,  and  that  if  the  bond  had 
been  signed  all  would  have  been  right.  He  declared  also  to 
John  McDonald  that  he  had  given  over  his  property  to  the 
defendant  for  his  maintenance,  and  the  terms,  as  he  claimed 
them,  appear  in  the  draft  of  the  bond  which  was  in  evidence. 
The  defendant's  account  of  it  was,  **  that  he,  the  plaintiff  waa 
to  give  me  a  deed  of  his  farm,  and  I  was  to  give  him  a  bond 
with  two  sureties,  two  McDoncddCa,  John  and  WiUicmi,  my 
brothers-in-law.  They  both  agreed  to  do  so,  but  John  after- 
wards refused,  and  the  bond  was  not  executed."  The 
defendant  also  testified  that  he  had  bought  the  plain tifi^s 
stock  from  him  and  paid  him  cash  for  the  whole ;  that  he  had 
improved  the  farm  to  the  value  of  £100,  Including  the  bam, 
in  which  he  is  confirmed  by  Alexander  Chisholm;  that  he 
had  lived  on  the  place  nine  years,  and  that  the  old  man  had 
been  well  used,  and  never  complained  until  he  left  The  wife 
of  the  defendant  and  four  other  witnesses  were  also  examined 
on  this  point,  and  there  seems  no  reason '  to  donbt  that^ 
notwithstanding  some  trivial  complaints,  the  old  man  was 
kindly  treated,  and  that  the  wife  had  a  real -regard  to  his 
wishes  and  comfort 

The  Judge  in  his  charge  leaned  strongly  on  the  equities 
for  the  defendant,  but  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  induced  probably  by  the  fact  that  from  the  want  of 
a  bond  the  plaintiff  had  no  security  for  his  maintenance,  and 
that  he  had  given  no  deed.  But  it  is  very  apparent  that 
there  are  equities  both  ways,  and  the  qnestion  is  whether, 
under  oar  system,  we  can  give  them  effect  The  plaintiflTa 
counsel  insisted  at  the  argument  that  we  must  look  at  the 
legal  title  only,  and  turn  the  defendant  off  under  an  executioik 
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But  I  think  that  there  havins;  been  an  equitable  notice,  raising 
what  ia  equivalent  to  equitable  issues,  the  verdict,  while  it 
affirms  the  legal  title  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  necessity  of 
protecting  him,  leaves  us  at  perfect  liberty,  or  rather  obliges 
us  to  deal  with  the  case  on  equitable  principlen,  just  as  if  the 
action  had  been  brought  by  another  party  on  the  equity  side 
of  this  Court 

l^is  maxim,  lying  at  the  very  foundation  of  our  juris- 
prudence and  involving  the  most  important  consequences,  we 
asserted  and  acted  on  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1873,  in  the  case  of 
The  Bank  of  Nova  Scotia  v.  Fotmin,  Keith  et  al.,  ante  p.  141, 
where  the  verdict>  in  the  opinion  of  the  presiding  Judge,  ought 
to-have  been  for  Mr.  KeUh^  but  a  general  verdict  having  been 
found  for  the  plaintifisi  we  treated  it  as  having  ascertained 
and  settled  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  administering  equity 
law,  we  held  that  Mr.  Keith  must  pay  what  by  his  promissory 
note  he  had  admitted  to  be  due.  This  we  did  mainly  on  the, 
strength  of  the  Acts  of  1866,  chapter  11,  section  10,  now 
incorporated  with  the  Revieed  Statutes,  (4th  Series,)  chapter 
89,  section  6,  andl  as  the  case  in  hand  furnishes  a  new 
illustration  of  it,  it  will  not  be  amiss  to  reconsider  the  grounds 
on  which  it  rests. 

Let  us  dwell  for  a  moment  on  the  significant  terms  of  the 
above  section  6,  chapter  89,  to  be  found  only  in  our  own 
legislation.  It  calls  again  into  being  the  unrestricted  equitable 
power  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  and  the.  Judsres  thereof 
between  the  years  1855  and  1864,  when  the  ac(  for  appointing 
a  Judge  in  Equity  was  passed.  "  All  actions  at  law,"  is  its 
language^ "  in  the  Supreme  Court,  on  the  trial  or  argument 
of  which  matters  of  equitable  jurisdiction  arise,"  and  "all 
actions  at  law  to  which  equitable  defences  shall  be  set  up  in 
virtue  of  chapter  94,  section  162  to  164,  and  from  section  296 
to  300."  In  all  such  actions  the  Supreme  Court  shall  have 
power  to  investigate  and  determine  both  the  i^atters  of  Jaw 
and  equity,  or  either,  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  complete 
adjudication  and  decision  of  the  whole  matter, — a  compre- 
hensive^ and  as  I  think  a  most  wholesome  provision,  extending 
to  every  common  law  case,  where  equity  principles  are*  duly 
invoked  by  plea  or  replication,  and  legitimately  apply. 
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If  this  be  a  correct  view  of  the  power  and  obligations  of 
this  Court,  there  can  be  no  question  that  they  extend  to  the 
case  in  hand»  and  our  only  inquiry  will  be,  on  the  facts  now 
before  xm,  what  was  the  equitable  relations  of  the  parties  to 
and  against  each  other,  and  how  are  they  to  be  enforced  ? 

This  object  of  the  defendant  is  to  obtain  a  title  to  the  land 
from  the  plaintiff,  on  certain  conditions,  and  the  cases  cited-at 
the  argument,  and  to  be  found  in  the  text  books,  Sugden*8 
Vendors  aitd  PurAaaera,  151,  and  Fry  on  Specifie  Perform- 
ance, 174-181,  abundantly  shew  that  the  Stat  ate  of  Frauds  is 
no  obstacle  in  the  way.  In  equity  a  parol  agreement  partly 
executed  will  suffice  as  an  answer  to  the  statute,  of  which  an 
actual  possession  delivered  to  the  purchaser,  and  the  expendi- 
ture of  money  by  him  with  the  knowledge  or  assent  of  the 
vendor,  in  building  or  other  improvements,  according  to  the 
agreement,  are  accepted  as  proofs.  The  four  essentials 
enumerated  by  Fry,  section  484,  to  withdraw  an  agreement 
from  the  operation  of  the  statute  are  all  to  be  found  here,  and 
none  of  the  circumstances  in  proof  bring  the  case  within 
the  exceptions  in  the  books.  It  was  said  in  MorphM 
V.  Jones,  1  Swanston,  181,  that  the  acknowledged  possession 
of  a  stranger  in  the  land  of  another  (taken,  as  in  this 
case,  with  the  acquiescence  of  the  owner,)  is  not  explicable 
except  on  the  supposition  of  an  agreement,  and  has  therefore 
constantly  been  received  as  evidence  of  an  antecedent  contract, 
and  as  sufficient  to  authorize  an  inquiry  into  the  terms ;  the 
0)urt  regarding  what  has  been  done  as. a  consequence  of 
contract  and  tenure.  In  that  case  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
desired  the  specific  performance  of  a  parol  agreement  to  grant 
a  lease,  on  the  testimony  of  one  witness,  confirmed  by  circum- 
stance), against  the  denial  in  the  answer,  after  part  performance 
by  delivery  of  possession. 

In  the  case  in  band  the  contract  was  not  only  evidenced 
by  the  defendant's  possession,  but  by  his  maintaining  the 
piaintifT  for  some  years  at  a  cost  at  least  twice  the  value  of 
the  rental.  What  the  defendant  failed  in  was  his  not 
obtaining  the  execution  of  the  bond,  by  the  sureties  named  or. 
by  any  other  responsible  parties  in  their  stead.  Was  this 
fatal  to  him,  or  can  it  be  still  supplied  ?  It  is  essential  that 
fV  bond  shall  be  given  or  other  adequate  security  acceptable 
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to  the  plaintiff,  but  not,  as  I  think,  that  it  shall  be  given  by 
the  parties  named.  Fry^  sections  219,  616,  527.  It  must  not 
be  understood  that  the  incapacity  of  the  defendant  to  perform 
a  contract  literally  and  exactly  in  all  its  parts  will  be  a  bar  to 
its  performance. 

From  the  distinction  acknowledged  in  courts  of  equity 
between  the  essential  and  the  non-essential  terras  of  a 
contract,  it  follows  that  where  a  contract  cannot  be  performed 
literally,  it  may  yet  be  performed  cypres,  and  all  the  cases  in 
which  compensation  is  made  by  the  defendant  are  illustrations 
of  this  distinction. 

On  these  grounds  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  parol  agreement 
between  the  parties  under  all  the  circumstances  in  proof  is 
binding  in  equity,  and  ought  to  be  carried  out ;  that  the 
defendant,  within  a  reasonable  time  to  be  named  in  the  order, 
shall  find  two  responsible  sureties  who  will  join  him  in  a  bond 
to  fulfil  its  conditions  ;  that  as  he  failed  to  procure  it  before 
action  brought,  he  should  pay  the  costs  of  suit,  including  the 
costs  of  argument,  with  the  sum  of  $120  towards  his  cost  of 
maintenance  to  the  present  time,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should 
thereupon  convey  to  him  the  farm.  The  form  of  the  bond 
and  deed  to  be  settled  by  a  Judge  if  the  parties  differ. 

I  would  suggest  to  them,  however,  that  a  clause  in  the 
deed,  making  vhe  conditions  a  dKarge  upon  the  land,  with  a 
covenant  for  their  performance,  would  be  a  better  security  to 
the  plaintiff  than  any  bond,  and  would  relieve  the  defendant 
from  the  necessity  of  looking  for  sureties.  And  in  view  of 
the  ill-feeling  that  has  been  engendered,  a  reasonable  money 
payment  might  be  substituted  by  consent  for  the  conditions 
of  the  agreement.  Should  the  defendant  fail  in  complying 
with  this  decree,  the  plaintiff  to  have  judgment  on  his  verdict 
with  cost  of  suit  and  of  argument. 
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SiTBiUL  orown  irr»nU  from  which  plaintiff  dadooad  his  tltl«  porported  to  e&nwy  a  tped- 
ll«d  nmnbtr  af  acrtt,  datciihed  m  oontaiiMd  within  liii«  coronMWirfng  at  a  fixed  poliit»  and 
ronninfr  apMiflad  dlitaaow  to  other  points  indicated  by  marked  trees  and  other  monuments, 
wfaidi  appeared  upon  plans  annexed  to  and  reterred  to  in  the  body  of  the  graatSi 

Held,  Thst  the  monuments,  bMng  aseertslned,  must  oontrol  the  qoaatltles  porportsd  te 
be  |rraiited,lnd  the  distances  mentioned  in  the  grants,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  tiM  nnm- 
her  o(  acres  ineinded  la  tlHl  esse  would  be  enormoosly  in  exoess  of  the  nmnber  whldi  the 
grants  purported  to  give.  The  least  ohJeetSonaMe  of  all  dlfflonltiea  Is  to  make  qoantltifls, 
whether  too  great  or  too  small,  yield  to  aotoal  monuments  on  the  ground. 

Per  9ix  W.  Touiro,  GL  J.-'The  grants  might  have  been  atteeked  by  the  crown  fbr  excesi 
but,  In  the  abeeaoe  of  each  proceedings,  the  land  included  ooold  not  he  n-gianted  to  a 
■tianger.  Under  the  UilMce  oC  the  Oonrt,  parol  eridenoe  is  admissible  to  shew  the  actual 
position  and  surrayi  ^  hndM  ioduded  Id  grants  of  wildemees  and  wood  Unds. 


McCuLLT,  J.,  now,  (December  8th,  1874,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows  : — 

This  was  an  action  of  replevin  tried  at  KerUviUe,  in  the 
autumn  of  1873,  before  me,  in  which  a  verdict  passed  for  the 
plaintiff.  Denuded  of  all  irrelevancies,  the  real  question  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Court  ic^his  case  is  whether  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  maintain  the  verdict  in  his  favour  on  a  title 
deduced  by  mesne  conveyances  from  a  grant  or  grants  of  the 
crown  given  in  evidence. 

Plaintiff's  ptincipal  witness  was  E.  D.  Armstrong,  the 
Deputy  Crown  Surveyor,  who  not  only  surveyed  or  laid  off 
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the  several  grants  under  which  plaintiff  claims,  but  also  what 
is  known  as  the  Gates  gi*ant»  an  older  and  raoi-e  southwardly 
grant,  and  upon  which  platntifiTs  lands  are  bounded  on  the 
south.  That  two  of  the  crown  grants  under  which  j)]aintiff 
claims  were  originally  laid  off  by  Ai^nutrong  for  himself* 
the  more  northwardly  one  to  C,  M,  Black,  and  that  they  all 
four  contain,  according  to  the  metes  and  bounds  as  claimed  by 
pl/iintift  and  those  from  whom  he  derived  title,  very  much 
larger  areas  in  acres  than  the  crown  grants  professed  to  give 
there  is  no  doubt  whatever.  The  Gates  grant  wa^  dated  3rd 
Juiy,  1857,  and  purports  to  contain  1,100  acres.  The  grant 
to  Black  is  dated  IHth  June,  1864.  It  purports  to  contain 
400  acres,  but  being  120  chains  long  by  56  wide,  the  area  is 
undoubtedly  672  acres.  By  the  line  claimed  it  has  795. 
Armstrong's  grant,  No.  1,  is  dated  23rd  Av^ist,  1864.  It 
purports  to  contain  100  acres,  but  actually  by  metes  obtained 
by  plaintiff  contains  772.  No.  2,  same  date,  instead  of  100 
acres,  contains  760  by  metes  and  bounds.  No.  3,  dated  19th 
October,  1865,  instead  of  100,  contains  400  acres,  as  plaintiff 
claims,  by  metes  and  bounds.  These  were  objections  urged 
against  plaintiff's  title.  Plaintiff's  south  grant,  bounded  on 
the  north  line  of  Gates*  grant  in  the  description,  starts  at  the 
south-western  coiTier  on  the  Cushing  line,  so-called,  and  runs 
east  120  chains,  and  it  was  contended  that  this  limited 
plaintiff  and  those  under  whom  ho  claimed  to  the  net  distance 
described  in  the  crown  grant,  and  so  left  all  the  lands  east  of 
120  chains  ungranted  and  in  the  crown. 

It  appeared  on  the  trial,  and  the  evidence  is  not  contro- 
verted, that  the  starting  point  of  the  Gates  grant  and  the 
termination  of  its  survey  was  a  pine  tree.  But  in  ninning 
out  the  northern  line  of  the  Gates  grant,  at  the  eastern  comer 
there  was  a  hemlock  tree  standing  on  the  bank  of  a  river» 
which  becomes  the  north-east  comer  of  the  Gates  grant,  and  a 
material  and  important  landmark,  in  connection  with  the  case 
in  view,  of  the  grants  and  plans  annexed.  The  survey  for 
the  south  Armstrong  grant  was  from  this  hemlock,— of  this 
there  can  be  no  doubt.  The  Black  grant,  next  in  point  of 
time  to  the  GfUes  grant,  Armstrong  says :  **  I  ran  out,.starting 
at  this  hemlock  tree,  north-east  comer  of  the  Gates  grant 
I  ran  north  to  a  large  birch  tree,  &c.     We  ran  thence  through 
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the  Tomakaivk  Lake  to  the  Cusking  line."  As  the  Cusking 
line  had  been  run  before  the  outlines  of  this  ^rant  were  thus 
completed,  plaintiff's  title  embraced  what  afterwards  consti- 
tuted, according  to  Annati^ong,  four  grants,  with  Gates  on  the 
south  and  Gushing  on  the  west  He  then  described  his 
survey  of  the  south  Armstrong  grant:  "  My  first  course  and 
distance,"  he  says,  *'  was  north  from  the  hemlock,  that  is,  the 
north-east  corner  of  the  Gates  grant,  the  necessary  distance  to 
a  spruce.  I  started  this  line  on,  that  is,  from  the  spruce 
westwardly,  but  did  not  run  acroas  to  the  Civshing  line.*  He 
adds  below :  **  The  east  line  of  the  1st  Armstrong  grant  ran 
through  the  North  Twin  Lake,  The  line  from  the  hemlock  to 
the  north  through  the  lake  to  the  beech  is  a  well-defined  line 
to  this  day  that  pointed  out  the  North  Twin  Lake  on  the  plan 
attached  to  the  grant"  To  run  out  the  2nd  Armstrong  grajit, 
witness  says :  "  I  ran  on  from  the  north-east  corner  of  the 
first  Armstrong  grant  east  to  a  spruce.  Started  the  side  line 
of  the  same  as  T  did  for  the  other.  Did  not  run  out  the  third 
grant  It  lies  between  the  2nd  and  Black's  grant."  No  part 
of  this  testimony  is  questioned  or  contradicted.  It  stands 
there  unqualified.  But  this  is  not  all.  Laird  materially 
confirms  Armstrong,  if  his  uncontradicted  statement  needed 
confirmation,  for  he  says :  "  The  east  line  of  the  Armsti\mg 
and  Black  grants  is  a  well  marked  surveyor's  line.*'  And 
Laird  is  also  a  government  surveyor. 

That  the  survey  on  the  ground  of  the  1st  and  2nd 
Armstrong  grant,  as  well  as  the  Black  gmnt,  was  made  as 
described  by  Armstrong  there  can  be  no  room  for  doubt 
That  the  hemlock  tree,  the  North  Twin  Lake  and  the 
Tomahawk  stream  and  lake  are  monuments  of  that  survey 
according  to  these  two  witnesses  is  beyond  question.  As 
regards  the  description  contained  in  the  crown  grant, 
Armstrong  says :  "  Sometimes  when  I  make  a  survey  I  start 
from  a  particular  place  and  run,  and  when  I  make  out  the 
plan  and  description  it  »tarts  from  a  diflcrent  place,  but  this 
does  not  alter  the  survey."  Laird  says :  "  I  generally  take 
some  easily  described  point,  well  known,  and  make  tbd 
description  from  that,  but  do  not  begin  necessarily  where  I 
began  the  survey."  Hendry,  one  of  defendant's  witnesses, 
aays :  **  I  have  no  doubt  the  survey  spoken  of  by  Armrirang 
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and  Buchanan  was  the  one  upon  which  the  Gates  grant 
passed."  And  referring  to  the  course  of  procedure  in  the 
crown  land  office,  where  he  has  long  attended,  and  being  a 
land  surveyor  of  upwards  of  30  years,  says  he  never  issued  a 
grant  without  a  preliminary  survey.  There  were  minor 
points,  such  as  the  kind  of  trees  marked  and  described  as 
corner  trees,  the  side  of  the  river,  where  was  the  hemlock 
tree.  Laird,  hesitatingly,  as  it  were,  fixing  one  on  the  west 
side,  saying :  "  Don't  think  I  found  a  hemlock  on  the  east 
side  of  the  river.  Found  a  hemlock  on  the  west  side."  And 
what  is  called  a  river  he  describes  as  a  small  stream  a  man 
might  step  over.  Mr.  Hendry  described  a  line  he  had  found 
in  the  locality  as  a  sdgzag  line,  but  what  line  there  was  does 
not  appear.  No  person  pointed  it  out  for  any  purpose,  and 
he  was  an  entire  stranger.  It  was  of  a  line  in  about  the  same 
place  Laird  had  said :  "  I  think  the  north  line  of  the  OaieB 
grant  was  made  contemporaneously  with  the  other  lines  of 
the  grant.*'  But  in  my  view  of  the  case  this  and  much  more 
of  a  like  nature  did  not  materially  affect  this  controversy. 

The  defence  waa  a  grant  from  the  crown  to  John  B, 
CampbM  of  500  acres,  dated  13th  JvZy,  1868,  which  is  not 
proved  to  have  covered  any  portion  of  what  plaintiff  claimed 
as  the  Armstrong  grants. 

If  the  hemlock  tree  line  prevailed  as  the  eastern  boundary 
of  the  Black  and  Armstrong  grants,  there  was  no  land  in  the 
crown  in  that  locality  to  be  granted.  But.  supposing  the 
grant  to  Armstrong  bXiA.  Blade  not  to  operate,  still  a  survey 
unquestionably  was  made,  and,  as  Hendry  says,  a  grant  never 
passes  without  a  preliminary  survey,  and  this  survey  of 
Ai^iistrong's  was  the  only  preliminary  survey.  Could  the 
crown  afterwards,  and  after  transfers  by  the  grantee  to  third 
parties,  grant  without  office  first  found.  And  surely  office 
found  in  a  case  like  this  would  hav^  given  plaintiffs  ad 
opportunity  of  explaining  that  if  a  mistake  existed  as  regards 
the  lands  or  the  quantities,  it  was  not  their  mistake,  and  the 
crown  in  such  a  case,  one  might  reasonably  expect,  would  so 
far  respect  an  innocent  purchaser  as  to  allow  him  to  make 
good  the  loss,  if  any,  to  the  crown  domain  by  payments 
equivalent  to  the  excess  of  lands.  But  to  ignore  the  acts  of 
their  own  officer,  who  unquestionably  laid  off  these  lots  by  a 
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line  running  from  the  hemlock  up  through  the  KoiiJi  Twin 
Lake,  would  scarcely  comport  with  either  law  or  justice. 
That  the  grant  to  BUtck  has  much  to  do  with  the  merits  is 
unquestionable,  and-  it  commences  at  a  point  due  north  20 
chains  from  the  north-west  angle  of  Oates'  grant,  and  a  little 
to  the  southward  of  Tomcihawk  Lake,  This  corresponds  with 
the  plan,  and  although  the  south  Armnt}\mg  grant  gives  the 
description  as  from  the  Gushing  line  and  running  120  chains 
east,  still  the  grant  refers  to  the  plan  attached,  which  has 
upon  its  face  the  monuments  of  title^  the  lake  and  iMn  &&» 
and  the  whole  must  be  read  in  harmony,  if  possible,  and 
perhaps  the  least  objectionable  of  all  difficulties  in  the  great 
majority  of  like  cases  is  to  make  quantities,  whether  too  great 
or  too  small,  yield  to  actual  monuments  on  the  ground.  A 
few  acres  too  many,  it  would  scarcely  be  pretended,  would 
vitiate  a  grant  in  a  case  like  this.  But  unfortunately  there  is 
no  known  percentage  of  excess  or  diminution  that  applies. 
There  is  no  rule  this  Court  can  call  into  operation  which  would 
solve  the  difficulty. 

A  good  deal  was  said  about  lakes,  swamps  and  waste 
lands,  and  it  was  pretty  clear  Mr.  Armstrong  thought  he  had 
a  large  discretion  as  a  surveyor*  Whether  he  had  or  had  not 
might  legitimately,  perhaps,  be  inquired  into  before  another 
tribunal,  or  in  a  proceeding  at  the  suit  of  the  crown,  but  it 
has  little  to  do,  I  apprehend,  with  our  present  inquiry.  I  do 
not  think,  after-  what  transpired  in  reference  to  the  survey 
and  the  grant  that  followed,  that  the  crown  was  in  a  condition 
to  grant  to  Cami)bell  any  land  claimed  by  plaintiff  under  their 
deed,  had  it  done  so  till  a  full  and  fair  inquiry  had  been 
instituted  in  the  usual  way. 

In  Smith's  Leading  Ca&eSy  Edition  of  1873,  the  learned 
Editors,  in  the  notes  p.  164,  vol.  2,  remark  as  follows : 
"  Measurements  are  of  small  importance.  Where  monuments 
are  called,  for  monuments  control  measurements.  This  has  for 
a  long  timd  been  held  a  sound  recognition  of  principles  in  this 
Court,  wherever  and  whenever  it  applies.*'  Now  in  each  of 
the  crown  grants,  is  contained  this  language :  ''  Which  said  lot 
is.particularly  mafked  and  described  in  the  annexed  plan,  as 
also  in  a  plan  of  survey  of  the  lot  made  by  Ed.  E.  Armstrong, 
Deputy  Surveyor."    Annexed  to  these  were  plans,  and  annexed 
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to  the  1st  Armstrong  grant,  bounded  southwardly  on  the 
Oatea  grant  was  a  plan  shewing  the  North  Twin  Lake,  and 
the  outlet  or  brook^  with  its  easterly  line  or  boundary  running 
through  it  precisely,  as  on  the   ground.    If  Armstrong  and 
LainVs  uncontradicted  testitnonv  is  to  be  believed,  and  the 
survey  made  by  Armstrong^  the  Deputy,  referred  to  in  the 
grant,  that  survey,  if  it  can  be  ascertained  satisfactorily,  must 
of  necessity  be .  the  governing  principle  in  order  to  ascertain 
what  lands  passed  by  the  grant.    The  plan  itself  is  incorpor- 
ated in  the  description  in  the  grant,  and  there  plainly  and 
clearly  visible  is  the  lake  and  line  of  the  lands  constituting 
the  eastern  boundary  of  the  whole  four  blocks  granted.     With 
the  evidence  given  on  the  trial  can  there  be  any  doubt  that 
the  eastern  boundary  of  Laird^  surveyed  off  by  the  Crown 
Deputy  Surveyor,  was  the  line  from  the  hemlock  tree  through 
the  North  Twin  Lake  t    Without,  this  line  there  was  and  is  no 
eastern  line  to  the  grants.    For  Reiki's  line  was  not  run  till 
years    after,    and    preliminary    to    CampbdVs  grant.    This 
therefore  adds  great   weight   and   importance   to  the  plan 
annexed  to  the  grant  and  referred  to,  and  the  sui*vey.     Had 
the  cTe^cnption  in  the  grant  been  written  out,  on  its  face  that  is 
the  hemlock  tree  line,  the  North  Twin  Lake^  the  Oates  grant 
Une,  &c.,  it  would  not  have  added   to  the  efficacy  of  the 
description  as  it  is,  nor  varied  the  principles  of  construction. 
For  the  words :  '*  but  is  particularly  marked  and  described 
in    the   annexed   plan,"   &c.,  complete   a    reference  to   the 
plan,  and   according    to  that  plan  the  east  line  of   the  lot 
runs  through  the  North  Twin  Lake,  stalling  from  the  north- 
east angle  of  the   OcUes  grant    Had  the   description  been 
written  out  in  full,  and  referred  to  the  line  as  running  from 
the  north-east  angle  of   the  Chitea  grant   east  through  the 
North  Twin  Lake,  probably  it  would  not  be  contended  on  the 
face  of   the   surrey   |)roven  that  either  the  distance  from 
Cushinffs  line  or  the  quantity  could  conti*ol  such  a  monument  as 
the  lake,  and  yet  if  the  plan  has  any  applicability  at  all  it 
supplies  these  facta  as  conclusively,  as  already  remarked,  as  if 
written  out  there  in  fuU,  and  according  to  the  authorities  I 
shall  presently  cite,  as  I  take  it,  settles  this  question,  at  least 
80  far  as  to  negative  the  -  power  of  the  crown  to  grant  a  lot 
west  of  that  hemlock  tree  Une  without  office  first  found. 
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The  principles  adopted  by  the  courts  aa  to  the  reception  of 
maps  and  plans,  when  not  referred  to  in  deeds  or  grants,  are 
to  be  found  in  Taylor  on  Svidence,  section  657.  "  And  even 
in  Huch  case,  when  made  or  recognized  by  persons  having 
adequate  knowledge,  they  would  seena,"  says  that  able  text 
writer,  "  to  be  valid  evidence  of  reputation."  Citing 
R  (£■  Milton,  1  C.  &  R.,  5S.  What  then  must  be  their  effect 
when  specifically  referred  to  as  part  of  the  deed  itself  which 
conveys  the  locus. 

Washburne  B&ya,  p.  347  of  his  work  on  real  property: 
"The  quantity  of  land  conveyed  is  mentioned  in  the  deed, 
sometimes,  but  independently  of  an  express  averment,  a 
covenant  as  to  quantity  this  is  always  re^;arded  as  a  part 
of  the  deicription  merely,  and  will  be  regarded  if  it  be 
consistent  with  the  actual  area  of  the  premises,  if  the  same  ia 
indicated  and  ascertained  by  known  monuments  and  boun- 
daries."  It  aids  but  ordinarily  does  not  control  the  description 
of  the  granted  preminea.  Again  he  says :  "  But  ordinarily 
surveys  are  so  loosely  made,  instruments  so  liable  to  be  out 
of  order,  and  admeasuremen  t<i,  especially  in  rough  and  uneven 
lands  or  forests  so  liable  to  be  inaccurate  Uiat  the  course  and 
distances  given  in  a  deed,  are  regarded  as  more  or  less 
uncertain,  and  always  give  place  in  cases  of  doubt  or  discrepancy 
to  known  monuments  and  boundaries  that  are  referred  to  in  the 
deed,  and  indentify  the  land."  He  adds :  "  What  consti-. 
tutes  a  boundary  in  a  deed  is  a  fact  for  the  jury,  and  may  be 
proved  by  any  kind  of  evidence  which  is  competent  to  prove 
any  fact.  Where  the  Jury  were  entitled  for  themselves  to 
look  at  the  plan  attached  to  the  grant  they  did  so."  They  saw 
the  monuments  it  contained,  and  upon  the  evidence  given, 
which  as  to  the  survey  and  the  eastern  line  of  the  lot  was 
uncontradicted,  as  already  remarked,  they  found  a  verdict  for 
plaintifi.     How  they  could  have  found  otherwise  if  allowed  to 

■ —  that  plan  and  grant  I  cannot  well  understand. 

rule  niei  must  be  discharged  with  costs. 


W.  Young,  C.  J.— This  is  an  action  of  reptlevin 
in  April,  1873,  for  2,585  pine  and  spruce  logs,  cut  by 
ndants  in  the  previous  winter  between  the  AW& 
lohe  and  Tomahawk  btream,  in  Kingt  County,  and 
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seized  by  the  plaintiffs  b»  having  been  cut  on  their  land.  If 
so,  the  case  of  Fi^eeman  v.  Barrington,  and  other  decisions 
in  this  Court,  independently  of  the  recent  statute,  show  that 
replevin  will  lie.  The  main  question,  therefore^  if  not  the 
sole  one,  is  the  title  to  the  lands. 

Both  parties  rest  on  grants  from  the  crown,  six  in  all, 
issued  between  the  yeaii)  1857  and  1868 ;  five  held  by  the 
plaintiff  and  one  by  the  defendant,  under  conveyances  from 
the  grantees.  The  first  of  these  grants  was  to  the  Gate8\ 
which  comes  into  question  only  as  to  its  north  line  and  a 
hemlock  ad  its  north-east  comer.  This  point  is  of  so  much 
consequence  in  the  inquiry  that  I  must  shortly  review  the 
evidence  establishing  it  The  hemlock  was  said  by  some  of 
the  witnesses  to  have  been  west,  and  by  others  on  the  east 
bank,  but  is  conclusively  settled  by  LaircCs  recent  survey  to 
be  on  the  east.  Mack  says :  "  Thei-e  is  a  broad  arrow  or 
crow's  foot  on  the  hemlock  tree.  It  is  marked  as  a  surveyor's 
comer."  Laird  says:  "I  ran  easterly  to  a  hemlock  tree 
standing  on  the  west  bank  of  the  outlet  of  the  ITorih  Twin 
Lake.  The  hemlock  is  marked  '  K.  E.  A!  and  *  James 
QaJtes*  in  writing.  The  North  Twin  Lake  is  seven  chains 
north  of  the  hemlock."  Brown  says :  "  I  know  the  north- 
east comer  of  the  Oatee  grant — a  hemlock.  I  saw  it  marked." 
And  Hendry  says :  "  I  have  no  doubt  the  survey  spoken  of 
by  Armstrong  and  Brennan  (when  the  hemlock  was  marked) 
was  the  one  upon  which  the  Oates  grant  passed.  I  saw  no 
other  line  on  the  ground  that  could  be  the  north  line."  The  two 
last  witnesses  were  the  defendant's,  and  although  the  measure- 
ments on  the  ground  by  no  means  correspond  with  the  grant, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  line  terminating  at  the  hemlock 
is  the  north  line  ol  the  Qates  grant  and  the  hemlock  the 
north-east  comer. 

The  next  grant  was  to  Black,  20th  September,  1864,  of 

400  acres,  beginning  at  the  distance  of  twenty  chains,  more  or 

less,  in  a  course   north   from  the   north-western  angle  of 

Oates* s  grant ;  thence  running  east  120  chains  to  a  hemlock 

tree ;  thence  north  66  chains  to  a  large  beech  tree ;  thence 

west  120  chains ;  thenoe  south  by  the  eastern  line  of  Cvsliing's 

land  (which  is  a  fixed  and  settled  line)  66  chains  to  the  place 

of  beginning.    This  lot,  as  well  as  the  Oates,  was  surveyed  by 
fl» 
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Armstrong^  who  was  examined  at  the  trial,  and  teatified  that 
in  running  it  out  he  started  at  the  hemlock,  north-east  corner 
of  Oatea'e  grant,  and  ran  north  to  a  large  birch  tree,  (not  a  beech 
tree,  as  in  the  grant.)  **  I  ran  this,*^  he  says,  "  to  connect  the 
two  surveys.  From  this  I  ran  west  through  the  Tomahatok 
Lake  to  the  CuAing  line,  which  had  been  then  run."  Now 
it  is  to  be  noted  that  the  Cuahing  line  on  the  west  is  the 
common  base  of  the  Gates  and  Black,  and,  as  we  shall  presently 
see,  of  the  three  Armstrong  grants,  yet  running  east  from 
that  base  to  a  common  base.  The  length  of  the  lines  is  set 
down  in  the  Gates  grant  at  150  chains,  and  in  the  four  other 
grants  at  120,  while  the  actnal  length  of  that  line,  which  is 
not  a  straight  line,  but  a  zig2sag  and  irregular  line,  appears  by 
LaircTs  survey  annexed  to  be  215  chains,  that  |s,  12750  and 
87.50 ;  yet  four  of  the  surveys  on  which  these  grants  were 
passed  were  made  by  the  same  man. 

I  have  spoken  of  the  common  base  to  the  ea«tt  being  the 
line  running  north  from  the  hemlock  tree  to  the  north-east 
corner  of  the  Black  grant,  which  is  shown  both  by  the  Black 
grant  and  by  Laird's  survey  to  be  a  beech,  for  it  is  clear  that 
there  is  no  other  base  to  these  grants,  that  there  is  not  a  trace 
of  any  other  upon  the  ground,  and  that  no  other,  in  fact,  was 
ever  run.  It  was  first  run,  as  we  have  seen,  by  Armstrong 
for  Black^s  grant,  dated  in  September,  1864,  and  on  the  12th 
ot  November,  in  the  same  year^by  a  very  questionable  practice, 
he  was  permitted  to  take  out  his  firat  and  second  grants,  and 
on  the  25th  December,  1865,  his  third  grant  on  the  survey  of 
George  Neily,  under  his  direction.  These  three  grants  profess 
to  fill  up  the  space  of  20  chains  between  the  Gates  and  Black 
grants,  while  on  the  face  of  them,  they  extend  to  35  chains 
from  north  to  south.  They  profess  to  extend  120  chains  in 
length,  while  in  fact  they  extended,  if  to  the  common  base» 
215.  They  profess  to  convey  100  acres  each,  which  is  all  the 
government  was  paid  for,  while  LairdHs  evidence  shows  that 
they  are  enormously  in  excess  of  that  quantity,  as  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  the  Gates  as  well  as  the  Black  grants 
immensely  exceed  the  quantities  described  in  them.  Are  they 
frauds,  therefore,  or  nullities,  or  can  they  be  reduced — ^by 
what  process  and  by  whom — ^to  their  proper  quantity  of  1800 
acres  in  all,  in  place  of  S  or  4,000,  or  perhaps  6,000.    These 


DECEHBEtl,    1874*  48S 

are  interesting  and  very  important  inquiries  touching  the 
effect  and  construction  of  gi*ants  of  wilderness  and  wood  land 
in  this  province. 

It  was  repeatedly  urged  at  the  trial,  indeed  the  whole 
minutes  bristle  with  objections  to  parol  evidence,  which  it  was 
said  should  be  excluded,  shewing  the  actual  position  and 
surveys  of  the  land  in  these  grants.  But  it  is  clear  that  such 
evidence,  conformably  with  our  estaV)lished  usage,  must  be 
received. 

On  the  first  Ainastrong  grant  there  is  a  lake  in  the  plan 
annexed  to  it  on  the  eastern  side,  nortli  of    Gatea'a  grant 
Now  the  north-east  angle  of  Gateas  grant,  the  hemlock  that 
figures  so  largely  in  thi«  case,  appears  by  the  plan  annexed  to 
that  grant  to  lie  between  two  lakes  called  therein  the  Twin 
Lixkea,  evidently  the  north  and  south  Twin  Lakes.    The  plan 
on  Black^s  grant  shews  the  Noih  Twin  Lake  to  the  south  of 
it,  and  the  Armstrong  first  grant  is  bounded  on  the  plan  by 
a  common  line  with  the  eastern   line  of  the  BUick  grant 
Now  the  lake  on  this  last  plan -is  not  named,  but  can  there  bo 
a  doubt,  with  these  grants  before  us,  that  it  is  the  Iforfh 
Tmin  LaJce,  and  if  there  be  a  doubt,  cannot  the  evidence  of 
surveyors  and  others  conversant  with  the  ground  be  admitted 
to  clear  it  up  ?     I  think  it  impossible  to  reject  such  evidence, 
and  the  minutes  are  full  of  it.    Armstrong  says :  The  east 
line  of  the  first  Armstrong  grant  ran  through  the  Nortli  Twin 
Lake,    The  line  from  the  hemlock  north  through  the  lake  to 
the  beech  (here  he  is  right,  it  is  a  beech)  is  a  well-defined 
line  to  this  day.    In  order  to  run  out  the  second  Ai^msfrong 
grant  I  ran  on    from   the  north-east   corner    of    the  first 
Armstrong    grant    east    to    a    spruce.     I    start^xl   the  side 
lines   the   same    as    I   did    for    the  others.      Neilly  made 
the  third  survey,    and  I  got  my  third  grant.     I  was  the 
was  the  first  person  that  ever  ran  lines  there.     I  think  it  pro- 
bable, when  I  ran  up  the  line  for  the  Black  grant,  I  started 
lines  for  the  Armstrong  grant.     I  only  started  the  ends  of  the 
lines  at  the  east  and  west  ends  of   the  Armstrong  grants^- 
that  is,  he  never  ran  them  through,  and  the  120  chains,  in 
these  grants,  is  a  mere  guess  work,  but  the  side  lines  were 
actually  run  and  clearly  marked.    This  appeara  by  the  unsus- 
pected  testimony  of  Laird^  from  which  I  shall  extiuct  a  few 
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sentences.  He  saj's :  "  The  east  line  of  the  Armstromg  and 
Black  grants  is  a  heavy  well  marked  line — a  surveyors  line — 
assuming  the  south  line  of  the  Armstrong  grant  to  be  the 
north  line  of  the  Gates  grant,  then  the  lake  on  the  plan  is  the 
North  Twin  Lake — the  stream  on  the  plan  is  the  Tomahawk 
stream.  By  the  plan  to  this  grant  (that  is  the  first  ii^^m 
strong  grant)  the  land  between  the  No^iK  Twin  Lake  and  the 
Toraahawh  stream — is  in  the  Armstrong  gi-ant — being  the 
spot  where  the  cuttings  were,  as  is  shewn  by  Laird*s  plan.** 
He  then  states  the  quantities  in  the  Black  and  Awnstrong 
gmnts,  which  he  estimates  as  far  as  I  can  make  it  out,  for 
there  is  some  obBcurity  here,  at  2,660  acres.  How  is  this 
enormous  excess  to  be  accounted  for?  The  breadth  must 
have  largely  overrun  as  well  as  the  length.  Was  this  the 
result  of  gross  carelessness,  of  mistake,  or  of  fraud.  I  shotfld 
have  thought  it  fraud  in  Armstrong,  but  for  the  tone  of  his 
evidence  and  his  declarations  which  betrav  no  consciousness  of 
fraud,  and  the  fact  that  he  sold  the  land  to  Mack  for  the  same 
quantity  he  got,  as  appears  by  his  deed,  and  received  only  a 
small  profit  of  about  £30.  But  although  there  may  have  been 
no  fraud  in  intention,  there  was  a  fraud  in  point  of  facts  prac- 
ticed upon  the  crown  to  the  injury  of  the  revenue;  and  the 
question  arises,  in  what  way  could  it  be  remedied  when  dis* 
covered. 

This  is  not  the  question  properly  before  us,  and  I  shall 
touch  it  but  lightly.  It  would  be  strange  if  the  crown  were 
induced  by  the  mistake  or  fraud  of  its  officer,  to  grant  to  a 
stranger  and  a  fortiori  to  that  same  oflicer,  500  acres  of  the 
royal  domain,  in  place  of  a  hundred  acres  petitioned  and  paid 
for,  and  that  the  law  afforded  no  remedy.  In  a  few  excepted 
cases,  iZmse<2  Statutes,  chapter  11,  sections,  the  Governor* 
in-Council  may  declare  a  grant  of  the  crown  lands  to  be 
vacated,  which  has  occasionally  been  done.  Inquests  of  oflioe 
for  escheat  under  chapter  106,  (which  by  the  way  haye  been 
recently  abolished  in  Ontario  as  an  ancient  but  needless  cere- 
mony) are  of  familiar  use  in  this  province.  But  neither  of 
these  remedies  applying  to  the  case  in  hand,  the  officers  of  the 
crown  would  be  remitted  to  the  common  law  as  laid  down  in 
ChUty orxihe PrmfgaiiveihQ.ZZQ,  396,  400.  ''The  Eing^**  says 
^»''isi  generally  speaking,  bound  by  his  grants;  but  thia  is 
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only,  when  they  are  not  contrary  to  law  either  in  themselves  ; 
or  voifl  for  uncertainty  of  description ;  or  unjust,  as  injurious 
to  the  lights  and  interests  of  third  persons.  In  these  cases, 
the  King  may,  jure  regio  for  the  advancement  of  justice  and 
right,  repeal  his  own  grant.  As  if  the  King  grant,  what  by 
law,  he  is  restrained  from  granting;  or  the  grant  be  obtained 
by  fraud  or  a  false  suggestion,  or  be  uncertain."  For  all  which 
numerous  authorities  are  cited,  and  the  mode  of  proceeding 
pointed  out  by  scire  facias  to  repeal  or  avoid  the  grant. 

I  return,  however,  to  the  main  inquiry,  what  are  the  true 
limits  of  the  Armstrong  grants,  and  how  much  land  as 
between  the  parties  to  this  suit  shall  they  be  taken  to  convey. 
And  here  the  doctrhie  as  to  monuments,  so  much  insisted  on 
at  the  argument,  and  so  often  discussed  in  this  court,  comes 
into  play.  The  numerous  cases  upon  it  are  to  be  found  in 
Greenleaf  &n  Evideiiee^  12th  Edition,  note  to  section  301  ;  in  ^ 
Oree^deafs  Edition  of  Cqhscs  Digest,  338 ;  and  in  Hunt's 
Law  of  Boxt/adaries,  2nd  Edition,  chapter  14.  All  of  these 
cite  with  approval  four  rules  in  the  construction  of  grants, 
three  of  which  bear  upon  this  case.  1st.  The  highest  regard 
is  paid  to  natural  boundaries.  2nd.  To  lines  actually  run  and 
courses  actually  marked  at  the  time  of  the  grant.  4th.  To 
courses  and  distances,  giving  preference  to  the  one  or  the 
other,  according  to  circumstances.  In  the  case  of  Davis  v. 
Rainsford,  17  Mass.,  210,  it  is  said :  "  Whenever  in  the  des- 
cription of  lands  conveyed  by  deed,  known  monuments  are 
refeiTed  to  as  boundaries,  they  must  govorn,  although  neither 
courses,  nor  distances,  nor  the  computed  contents,  correspond 
with  such  boundaries.  This  has  long  been  regarded  as  one  of 
the  fundamtotal  rules  in  the  constrnecion  of  deeds.  It  is  not 
however,  inflexible,  but  like  other  rules  of  law,  must  some* 
times  yield  to  exceptions."  In  Makepeace  v.  Bancroft,  12 
Mass.,  469,  it  was  hdd  that  monuments  mentioned  in  the 
deed,  and  not  then  existing^  but  which  are  forthwith  erected 
by  the  parties,  in  order  to  conform  to  the  deed,  will  be 
regarded  as  the  monuments  referred  to,  and  will  control  the 
distances  given  in  the  deed. 

In  the  light  of  these  principles,  let  us  iigain  look  at  the 
descriptions  in  the  Armstrong  grants.  The  first  begins  at 
the  north-eastern  angle  of  Gates  grant;  (being  as  that  grant 
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shews,  a  spucc  marked  "  H.  6.,**)  thence  runhin;]^  east,  by  the 
north  line  of  said  grant,  to  a  marked  maple  tree,  which  has 
disappeared  ;  thence  north  to  a  marked  spmee  tree,  which  has 
also  disappeared;  thence  west;  thence  south  by  CiuJihtg's 
line  to  the  place  of  beginning.  It  then  declares  in  the  usual 
printetl  form,  that  the  lot  is  particularly  marked  and  des- 
cribed in  the  plan  annexed,  which,  as  I  hare  already  said, 
ends  it  in  a  lake,  and  is  intersected  by  a  stream.  The  second 
Amifitmng  i^rtint  is  bounded  on  the  first ;  beginning  at  the 
north-western  angle,  and  refers  to  a  marked  tree  and  stake,  no 
k>ngcr  found  upon  the  ground.  The  third  begins  at  the  south- 
western angle  of  Bluck*s  grant ;  thence  running  east  by  the 
south  line  of  said  grant  to  a  hemlock ;  thence  south  to  a 
spruce,  and  thence  by  the  north  line  of  the  second  grant » 
thence  north  to  the  place  of  beginning.  The  plan  on  this  last 
grant  is  intersected  by  the  Tomahawk  stream,  which  is  rcpi^-> 
sented  also  as  intersecting  the  second,  and  extending  south 
into  what  we  know  to  be  the  first,  but  made  further  to  the 
west  than  Lttird's  plan  shows  its  real  position  to  be. 

The  jgreat  importance,  then  of  the  plan  on  the  first  Arm^ 
it)*ang  grant,  as  containing  the  only  natural  monument  on  the 
east  line,  and  the  effect  of  the  plan  as  incorporated  with  the 
grant,  and  the  admissibility  of  eridence  to  fix  the  lake  thereon,, 
are  very  apparent. 

On  these  points,  I  shall  again  cite  Davi$  v.  Raitngford,  17 
Ha&s.,  211,  whci*e  WUde,  J.,  says:  "  When  lines  are  laid  down 
on  a  map  or  plan,  and  are  referred  to  in  a  deed,  the  courses^ 
distances,  and  other  particulars  appearing  on  such  plan»  are  to 
be  as  much  regaiilcd  as  the  true  description  of  the  land,  con- 
veyed as  they  would  be,  if  expressly  recited  in  the  deed. 
This  is  a  familiar  rule  of  eonstruction  in  alt  those  ca!«es> 
wherein  no  other  description  is  given  in  the  title  deeds,  than 
•the  number  of  the  lot  in  a  surveyorli  plan  of  a  township,  or 
other  large  track  of  land.** 

In  Miigoun  v.  Lapfiam,  21  Pick.,  1S7,  where  reference  was 
made  to  a  plan  in  a  deed,  Wilde,  J.,  repeats  the  rule  in  nearly 
the  same  terms,  and  cites  Lunt  v.  BMand,  14  Mass.,  149, 
where  the  boun^^aries  in  the  deed  being  definite  and  fixed  by 
monuments,  were  extended,  in  virtue  of  a  plan  referred  to 
therein,  so  as  to  include  an  island  not  mentioned  in  the  public 
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grant.  In  the  case  of  LyU  v.  RichardB^  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
15  L.T.  R.,  N.  S.  1.,  a  sett  or  grant  of  a  mine  in  1835,  executed  by 
Lady  Bassett^  after  describing  the  premises,  added :  "  Which 
said  premises  are  partieuhirly  delineated  by  the  map  on  the 
back  of  this  sett"  The  question  was,  from  which  corner  of  a 
house  mentioned  in  the  grant,  one  of  the  lines  ran,  and  how 
far  parol  evidence  was  Omissible,  and  whether  it  was  a  ques- 
tion for  the  judge,  or  the  jury.  I  shall  cite  only  a  few  lines 
from  the  judgments.  The  Lord  Chancellor,  said :  "  In  con- 
sidering this  deed  of  1835,  this  court  was  bound  to  look  at 
the  map  as  forming  part  of  the  deed."  "  The  use  of  the  map 
was  to  dear  up,  what  without  it  was  uncertain,  namely,  from 
what  part  of  the  house  the  line  was  to  be  drawn."  Lord 
Chdmsford  said :  **  There  was  nothing  in  the  evidence  tonlis- 
turb  the  fact  of  the  line  being  drawn  from  the  north-east 
comer  of  the  house,  or  to  remove  it  from  the  face  of  the  map, 
as  part  of  the  deed."  And  Lord  WedbtLry,  who  differed  f  i-om 
the  other  two  on  the  main  question,  observed :  "  Before  the 
Gk)urt  in  banco  the  defendants  insisted  that  parol  evidence  was 
not  admissible  to  prove  and  correct  the  error  in  the  map,  or 
at  all  events,  to  alter  or  affect  the  position  of  the  boundary 
Une,  which  whatever  might  be  the  true  site  of  the  house,  must 
as  the  defendants  contend,  be  drawn  from  the  north-east 
comer  of  it.  It  is  admitted  that  the  map  must  be  treated  as 
incorporated  into,  and  forming  part  of  the  parcels  in  the  sett 
or  grant  of  1835.  In  my  opinion  the  evidenbe  was  tdearly 
admissible.  tJpon  a  question  of  parcel  or  no  parcel,  parol 
evidence!is  always  received." 

On  these  and  many  other  authorities,  both  English  and 
American,  I  look  upon  the  plan  in  question  as  forming  a  part 
of  the  grant,  and  I  have  already  remarked  on  the  adnussibitity 
of  parol  evidence  to  explain  it,  for  which  the  cases  are  cited 
in  Mr.  Uuedia's  Xhwtiae,  222-5.  The  legal  inference^  I 
think,  that  must  be  drawn,  notwithstanding  the  enormous 
excess  of  quantity,  which  the  crown  might  have  attacked, 
and  probably  with  success,  by  msire  facias,  but  until  then 
oould  not  re-grant  to  a  stranger,  is  that  the  whole  block 
bounded  north  by  BZocfe,  south  by  Oates^  west  by  Cashing^ 
and  east  by  the  hemlock  line,  passed  under  the  Armstivng^ 
j^oants,  and  from  thence  by  mesne  conveyances  to  tlio  plaintiff. 
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The  grant  to  Campbell,  under  which  the  defendant  claicns 
was  treated  on  the  trial  as  containing  the  spot  where  the 
cuttings  are  marked  by  Laird,  but  I  have  been  unable  to 
reconcile  this  with  the  grant  itself  and  the  plan  annexed  to 
it.  This  is  of  the  less  consequence,  as  the  main  question  is 
the  plaintiff's  title.  It  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  of  Mack*8 
(who  conveyed  to  them)  having  recovered  in  trespass  against 
the  defendants  for  cutting  before  their  conveyance  to  the 
plaintiffs ;  and  their  right  is  certainly  strengthened  by  the 
large  expenditures,  amounting  to  S7,000  or  $8,000,  in  the 
erection  of  dams  and  clearing  out  the  stream  to  make  it 
navigable  up  to  the  Tomahawk  Lake.  Here  was  an  actual 
possession  into  which  the  defendants  intruded,  and  although 
I  cannot  but  regret  that  so  large  a  portion  of  the  fruits  of 
three  winters'  work  passed  out  of  their  hands,  still  I  am  forced 
to  the  e:>nclusion  that  on  the  principles  frequently  upheld  in 
this  Court,  the  plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  replevy,  and  the  rule 
for  a  new  trial  should  be  discharged. 
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Wimw  a  flnt  oxecation  b  nied  out  wltbln  rix  jmn  of  Jadgment  ft  b  not  neceHuy  to 
iftne  the  next  execution  within  elx  yeen  from  the  liitting  of  the  one  leet  prevloiuly  iesued. 

The  appointment  of  a  epecial  depatjr  or  halUff  by  a  party  U  a  rait  dbehaifaa  the  SheHflf 
from  all  reeponaibillty. 

McCuLLY,  J.,  now,  (December  10th,  1874,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows : — 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  plaintiff  against  the  Sheriff 
of  the  County  of  Halifax,  in  which,  among  other  things,  he 
was  charged  with  neglect  in  not  executing  a  writ  of  execution 
issued  out  of  the  Supreme  Court  upon  a  judgment  at  suit  of 
plaintiff  against  one  William  *Dorey,  which  had  been  placed 
in  his  hands  for  that  ptirpose.  PIaintiff*s  execution  was 
returned  not  satisfied,  whereby  plaintiff  was  delayed  in 
recovering  his  debt,  and  is  likely  to  lose  the  same.  Defendant 
pleaded  to  the  writ  and  afterwards  by  leave  amended  and 
added  three  new  pleas,  called  "  4,  5  and  6,  new  or  amended 
pleas."    Whereupon  plaintiff  obtained   leave   to  reply  and 
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demur  to  these  pleas.  The  4tb  plea  sets  forth  that  the 
execution  issued  upon  a  judgment  void  for  not  being  renewed, 
and  more  than  six  yeai-s  having  eli^psed  since  the  issue  of  a 
previous  execution.  The  5th  plea  varies  from  the  4th  by 
alleging  that  the  execution  issued  upon  a  judgment  recovered 
in  1854,  never  revived,  and  more  than  six  years  after  the 
judgment  was  entered.  The  6th  plea  is  that  the  writ  of 
execution  was  placed  by  defendant  in  plaintiffs  hands,  and  by 
plaintiffs  request  and  at  his  wish  one  S,  S,  was  specially 
deputed  by  defendant,  in  an  instrument  under  his  hand  and 
seal,  to  act  for  plaintiff  in  executing  said  writ  And  so  alleges 
that  his  liability  for  acts  done  or  ommitted  by  S.  8.  ceased. 
To  these  three  pleas  plaintiff  demurred  and  pleaded. 

It  is  with  the  demurrers,  therefore,  that  this  Court  is  novr 
called  upon  to  deal.  And  as  to  the  defendant's  4th  plea  or 
1st  amended  plea,  I  am  of  opinion  that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
the  judgment  of  the  Court.  It  is  true  that  plaintiffs  execution 
issued  on  a  void  judgment,  and  that  the  demurrer  admits  this 
fact.  If  it  were  not  plaintiff,  instead  of  demurring,  should 
have  denied  the  allegation.  But  defendant  proceeds  and  gives 
reasons  why  the  judgment  is  void  in  the  same  sentence,  and 
they  do  not  establish  his  conclusion.  On  the  contrary,  and 
upon  the  facts  set  forth  such  a  judgment  is  not  necessarily 
void,  because  by  section  188  of  Revised  Statutes,  (tst  Series,) 
chapter  94,  a  plaintiff  has  six  years  instead  of  the  year  and 
day  at  common  law,  in  which  he  may  issue  execution  upon  a 
judgment  recovered.  Nor  is  a  judgment  void  if  more  than 
six  years  were  to  elapse  before  execution  sued  out  Having 
sued  out  a  first  execution  within  six  years  of  judgment,  the 
law  has  not  declared  that  it  shall  become  necessary  to  issue 
the  next  execution  within  six  years  from  the  issuing  of  the 
one  last  previously  issued.  Had  defendant  finished  his  plea 
after  the  word  '*  void,"  there  must,  upon  such  a  demurrer, 
have  been  judgment  for  defendant.  On  the  fifth  plea  or 
second  amended  plea  for  the  reason  just  given,  judgment  must 
be  for  defendant  Because  defendant  having  alleged,  that 
although  a  judgment  was  recovered  by  plaintiff  agunst  W.  D. 
so  long  ago  as  1834,  yet  the  said  judgment  has  never  been 
revived,  and  the  execution  in  question  issued  hereupon  more 
than  six  years  after  the  judgment  was  entered.    And  this  is 
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exactly  what  this  188th  nection  of  the  chapter  91  does  not 
authorize.  It  refers  to  the  common  hiw  principle  of  isdning 
executions  within  a  year  and  enlarges  the  time  to  six  years. 
The  plaintiff,  by  demurrinf(,  admits  that  more  than  six  years 
from  the  entering  judgment  had  elapsed  before  execution 
issued,  and  that  the  judgment  had  never  been  revived,  conse- 
quently no  execution  could  legally  issue.  As.  ta  the  sixth  plea, 
or  third  amended  plea,  which  is  also  m  bar  to  the  plaintiflTs 
writ,  bearing  in  mind  that  the  truth  of  the  allegations  it  con- 
tains are  all  admitted,  no  principle  is  more  clearly  settled  than 
that  the,  appointment  of  a  special  deputy  or  bailiff  by  a  plain- 
tiff or  defendant  party  to  a  suit  discharges  the  sheriff  from  all 
responsibility.  Porter  v.  Viner,  1  Chit,  613  n. ;  Ford  t. 
Leche.  1  N.  &  P.  737,  6  A.  &  EL,  699.  It  was  contended  on 
the  ailment  that  the  confession  contained  in  the  plea  was 
not  lai^  enough.  The  Court  thought  otherwise,  and  the 
course  of  modem  pleading  quite  justifies  the  practice  in  this 
instance.  If  the  plaintiff  had  had  doubts  or  been  embarrassed 
by  the  course  adopted,  he  could  easily  have  remedied  any 
existing  difficulty  by  applying  to  a  Judge  at  Chambers.  But 
the  doctrine  cited  from  Stephens  on  Pleading^  185,  settles 
that  The  old  system  of  confessing,  by  "  true  it  is "  is  now 
abandoned.  Upon  this  plea  and  demurrer,  judgment  must  be 
for  the  defendant ;  and  as  both  these  last  pleas  go  to  the  root 
oi  the  Mtion,^^tfae  last  to  the  merits  as  well,  the  barren  result 
of  a  lengthy  argument  is  that  plaintiff  may  tax  costs  on  his 
demurrer  to  one  plea,  and  defendant  tax  coAts  as  to  the  two 
pleas  upon  which  he  prevails.  I  have  not  referred  to  the  fact 
mentioned  by  his  Lordfthip  the  Chief  Justice  that  these  issues 
in  fact  have  all  been  tried  by  a  jury,  &c 

Verdict  passed  for  defendant;  nor  do  I  now  further  go 
than  to  say,  that  in  that  case  judgment  herein  finally  settles 
the  whole  contention.  The  costs  when  taxed  to  be  set  off  one 
•against  the  other. 


k-- 
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GEORGE   BARNHILL  R  al  v.  JOHN  PEPPARD. 

THE  ocCTrionri  cntUiif  of  wood  tmi  polM  la  wM&nmt  iMd  ii  aol  wmh  a 
vUl  onabit  a  partgr  to  maintain 


HcDoNAU),  J.,  now,  (January  ISth,  1875,)  delivered  jadg- 
ment,  as  follows  >- 

This  is  an  action  of  trespass  to  lands  brought  by  George 
Ban/ihill,  and  two  others,  who  sue  as  guardians  of  minoi-s 
named  in  the  dedaration,  claiming  under  John  BarnMll, 
deceased. 

The  defendant^,  in  addition  to  several  pleas  in  denial, 
pleaded  property  in  him.self ,  and  also  tenancy  in  common  with 
the  plaintiffs.  At  the  trial  it  was  admitted  that  the  defendant 
cut  wood  on  the  land  in  question,  and  it  was  agreed  that 
nominal  damages  should  be  allowed  if  title  were  shown  in  the 
plaintift.  No  dooumeni  was  produced  on  either  side  showing 
legal  title  in  either  of  the  persons  under  whom  the  respective 
parties  claim — that  is  to  say,  Anthony  McLean  on  the  one 
hand,  and  old  John  BarnhUl  on  the  other ;  but  a  certified  copy 
of  a  plan  was  produced,  which,  if  evidence  of  title,  would 
show  the  land  to  have  been  originally  that  of  McLean^  A 
verdict  was  taken  by  consent  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

It  appears  by  the  evidence  that  the  lot  is  part  of  a  large 
block  4>f  land  which  many  years  ago  was  known  as  the 
McLean  block,  and  Janue  Crowe  and  seveml  other  witnesses 
prove  that  -the  block  was  divided  by  lines  actually  run  over 
fifty  years  ago,  among  a  number  of  persons  who  wero  present 
at  the  time,  and  of  whom  the  defendant's  father  wai^  one,  and 
John  BavnhiU^  under  whom  the  plaintiHs  claim,  wa8  another. 
Lots  were  dmwn  by  the  different  parties  to  the  division,  and 
the  place  in  question  fell  to  BavnhiU.  Some  of  the  witnesses 
say  that  the  parties  occupied,  according  to  the  division,  down 
to  the  time  of  action, — but  Crowe,  who  claims  one  of  the  lots, 
upon  his  cross-examination  says,  that  it  is  principally  forest 
to  the  present  day — that  he  never  knew  any  occupation  of  the 
B.  lot,  but  by  cutting ;  and  the  witness  Desmond  says,  that 
"  thoy  occupied  when  they  wanted  poles."  Taking  the  whole 
of  the  evidence^  I  do  not  think  that  any  doubt  can  be  enter* 
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tained  that  these  qualified  expressions  of  the  witnesses  cor- 
rectly define  the  nature  of  the  alleged  occupation  of  the  place 
by  the  plaintiff  and  those  under  whom  he  claims.  I  cannot 
concur  in  the  view  urged  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that 
under  our  statute  the  g  *ardians  of  the  minors  cannot  legally 
be  plaintiffs  in  this  action,  and  if  there  had  been  evidence  of 
title  in  old  John  BarnhiJl,  the  case  of  the  plaintiflb  would, 
I  think,  have  been  complete. 

The  plaintiffs,  to  enable  them  to  recover  in  this  action, 
must  show  actual  or  constructive  possession  of  the  land,  and 
I  agree  with  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause,  and  who 
recommended  a  non-suit,  that  under  the  law  by  which  we  are 
bound  they  have  entirely  failed  to  establish  such  possession* 
There  clearly  was  no  actual  posseslsion  and  neither  documen- 
tary title,  nor  title  by  adverse  possession  for  the  prescribed 
time  was  proved ;  nor  was  any  other  evidence  given  which 
would  show  any  possession,  the  occasional  act  of  cutting  wood 
and  poles  in  wilderness  lands  clearly  not  being  such. 

It  was  urged  on  behalf -of  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  defendant 
by  offering  to  purchase  the.  land,  had  admitted  the  plaintifib 
title ;  but  such  admission  amounting  to  an  estoppel  would  not 
itself  be  a  title,  nor  give  a  right  of  action  in  a  case  like  this, 
although  if  uncontradicted  and  unexplained,  it  would  be  good 
evidence  in  support  of  a  title  otherwise  shown,  though  dis- 
puted. But  the  defendant  as  positively  denies  that  he  made 
the  admission  as  the  plaintiff  asserts  it;  and  if  the  plaintiff*s 
case  was  not  strong  when  a  non-suit  was  moved  for,  it  cer- 
tainly gained  no  strength  from  the  evidence  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant  It  will  be  remembered  that  the  very  first  witness 
called  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  said,  that  the  block  of  which 
the  lot  in  question  is  a  part,  was  the  **  AnOumy  McLean 
grant  BO-eaUed — a  large  block  called  origincdly  the  Anthony 
McLean  block"  The  last  will  of  Anthony  McLean  is  pro- 
duced, devising  all  his  lands  to  John  Anthony  Peppard,  under 
whom  the  defendant  claims,  and  the  evideftce  shows  that 
McLeavCe  right,  whatever  it  was  to  the  land,  was  transmitted 
to  the  defendant 

I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  made  out  a 
ease  this  would  have  been  sufficient  to  defeat  it ;  but  I  do 
think  that,  irrespective   altogether  of  the  plan  which  was 
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regarrled  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  as  evidence  of  title,  he 
the  defendant  approached  nearer  to  make  out  a  case  than  the 
plaintiff,  if  the  reasoning  and  the  law,  ui^ed  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff'  were  adopted,  and  applied  to  the 
evidence  on  both  sides — and  I  think  that  the  verdict  must  be 
upheld. 


CURWIN    V.    THE    WINDSOR    AND    ANNAPOLIS 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


PliADmfr,  A  piMengir  tniT«ntnf  by  the  Wiadior  k  Anaapolli  fUHwaj  from  Anntpollt  to 
Bkhmond,  MU  while  AUKhtliig  from  tbo  tnin  at  tbo  htt«r  pb|M  and  mUliMd  lojariot,  to 
iwover  damaiTM  for  wMck  bo  bnnigbt  an  aoklon  agalnit  tiio  oompany,  ehargingr  thorn  with 
nofUfnoo  in  raipcel  to  tbo  lifbUng  of  tbo  atation  and  tbo  prorldon  o(  aafo  meanaof  tranili 
of  paaongen  ftrom  tbo  can  to  tbo  pUtform.  The  oridonco  on  tbooe  pointa  bolog  ooDtradlctoiy, 
aad  tbo  jnij  baring  ftmnd  lor  tbo  dcfondant.  tbo  Court  rtfoood  to  diotnrb  tholr  vordlct. 

McDonald,  J.,  now,  (January  18th,  1875,)  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  as  follows : — 

The  plaintiff,  who  was  a  passenger  on  the  Railway  from 
ArmapoKs  to  Richmond,  and  paid  his  fare  to  the  defendants, 
charges  them  in  the  fimt  count  of  his  declaration  with  so 
negligently  and  carelessly  conducting  themselves,  that  he  was 
thrown,  fell,  tod  broke  his  leg,  whilst  alighting  at  Richviond 
station.  The  second  count  avers,  that  whilst  he  was  such 
pi^ssenger,  the  defendants  were  possessed  of  the  Railway  sta- 
tions at  Annapolis  and  Richmond,  and  that  they  managed 
the  same  so  negligently,  and  so  carelessly  omitted  to  light 
them,  and  to  provide  for  the  safe  transit  of  passengers  from 
the  carriage  to  the  platform,  that  the  injury  was  occasioned. 

The  defendants,  with  several  pleas  in  denial,  pleaded  that 
the  injuries  were  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  plain- 
tiff, that  they  (the  defendants)  were  not  possessed  of  the 
Richm/md  station  as  alleged,  but  that  the  same  was  under  the 
management  of  the  agents  of  the  Gbvernment  of  Canada,  who 
were  to  light  it 

The  jury  found  for  the  defendants. 

1  fail  to  see,  as  was  urged  at  the  argument,  that  evidence 
for  the  defendants  was  improperly  received  under  the  plead- 
ings,  and  there  being  no  misdirectioDi  I  do  not  see  that  there 


494     CmiWIN  V.  THE  W.  fc  A.  RAILWAY  CX). 

tan  be  a  new  trial  after  the  jury  have  passed  apon  evidence 
which  made  the  case  one  pecnliarly  for  them. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  defendants  undertook,  for 
reward,  to  convey  the  plaintiff  over  the  road  from  AnnapoUa 
to  RichmoTid.  Neither  is  there  any  doubt  that  the  plaintiff 
received  the  injury  mentioned  whilst  attempting  to  pas^  from 
the  carriage  to  the  platfornr;  and  it  was  conceded  at  the  argu* 
ment  that,  by  the  undertaking,  the  defendants  were  bound  to 
provide,  in  a  reasonable  manner,  the  means  of  safely  alighting 
—among  which  means  must  be  reckoned  sufficient  light  for 
that  purpose.  The  main  questions  at  the  argument,  therefore, 
were  whether  or  not  the  platform  and  light  were  sufficient, 
and  whether  the  plaintiff  himself,  by  his  negligence,  contri* 
bnted  to  the  injury.  Evidence  was  given  on  his  part  that  the 
platform  was  unfit  for  the  purpose ;  but  he  and  his  witnesses 
were  contradicted  on  that  point,  and  the  jury  having  found 
for  the  defendant,  that  question  must  be  regarded  as  settled. 
TJpon  the  question  of  the  station  having  been  improperly  or 
insufficiently  lighted,  the  plaintiff  testified  that  the  place  was 
quite  dark— so  dark  that  he  could  not  distinguish  what  he  was 
stepping  on.  He  is,  to  a  certain  extent,  corrobotated  by  two 
witnesses,  but  is  contradicted  by  another,  who  swears  posi- 
tively the  other  way.  I  have  not  been  able  to  find  a  case 
like  this  in  the  English  books,  though  there  are  not  a  few  in 
which  damages  were  sought  for  injuries  sustained  in  alighting, 
and  in  some  of  which  the  question  of  defective  lights  came 
up.  In  the  case  of  CoekU  v.  The  London  Jt  8.  B.  Raihoay 
Co.,  L.  R 1  C.  R,  S21,  it  appeared  that  outside  of  the  station  the 
rails  gradually  receded  from  the  platfofm,  so  that,  opposite  to 
the  carriage  occupied  by  the  plaintiff,  when  the  train 
stopped,  there  was  a  space  of  four  feet  between  the  carriage 
and  the  platform.  The  night  was  dark  and  that  place  not 
lighted,  though  the  station  was.  There  was  no  invitation  to 
alight,  though  the  train  was  brought  to  a  stand-still — ^no 
warning  of  danger  given,  and  the  plaintiff,  stepping  out,  fell 
into  the  space  and  was  injured.  The  defendants  were  held 
responsible  for  negligence.  That  case,  however,  differs  from 
this  in  the  undeniable  fact  that  the  platform  receded  from  the 
track  and  therefore  was  deceptive.  So  in  the  ease  of  Praeger 
V.  The  Bristol  A  Exeter  Bailway  Oo^  eited  by  CoMmm,Q.3^ 
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in  his  judgment  in  the  last  case,  the  carriage  occupied 
by  the  plaintiff  was  drawn  up  opposite  a  part  of  the  platform, 
which  was  curved  so  as  to  allow  a  space  for  a  siding,  which 
the^re  joined  that  line  of  rails,  leaving  a  distance  of  eighteen 
or  twenty-four  inches,  into  which  the  plaintiff  fell  while 
endeavoring  to  get  on  the  platform  at  night,  the  place  being 
but  dimly  lighted.  Although  in  the  C!ourt  below  a  majority 
held  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  negligence,  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  unanimously  were  of  opinion  that  there 
was  evidence  of  negligence.  In  the  other  English  cases  that 
come  neai*est  to  this,  the  trains  either  did  not  come  up  to  the 
station  or  had  overshot  it  when  passengers  were  invited  to 
alight,  or  there  were  some  other  facts  which  materially  dis- 
tinguish them  from  this. 

Although,  no  doubt,  companies  who  undertake  to  convey 
passengers,  for  reward,  from  one  station  to  another,  are  liable 
for  the  legitimate  consequences  of  their  failing  to  provide 
sufficient  light  to  enable  passengers  to  leave  the  train  in 
saft'ty;  yet  passengers  by  their  own  negligence  may  defeat 
their  own  remedy. 

Saxmdera,  in  his  work  on  Negligence,  under  the  head» 
**  Contributory  Negligence,"  says.  "Although  the  defendant 
may  have  been  guilty  of  negligence,  yet  if  the  plaintiff  has 
himself  been  guilty  of  such  negligence  that  the  accident 
would  not  otherwise  have  happened,  he  cannot  recover  datn- 
ages,  for  he  cannot  complain  of  an  injury  which  his  own 
negligence  has  contributed  to  bring  about."  And  he  cites 
Tuf  V.  Warman,  2  C.  B.  N.  S.,  740.  In  Bridge  v.  The  Qramd 
Junction  Railway  Co.,  St,  Mee.  &  W.,  244,  Park,  6.,  said, — 
•'Although  there  may  have  been  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  yet  unless  he  might,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care  have  avoided  the  consequences  of  the  defendants  negli- 
gence, he  is  entitled  to  recover ;  if,  by  ordinary  care  he  might 
have  avoided  it,  he  is  the  author  of  his  own  wrong." 

In  Peppy  v.  The  Oreai  Western  Railway  Co.,  L.R.,  6,  C.P,, 
461  n.  When  the  train  stopped  at  the  station,  at  which  the 
plaintiff  wished  to  alight,  the  carriage  occupied  by  him  was 
beyond  the  platform,  and  opposite  a  white  path  which  in  the 
dark  looked  like  a  continuation  of  the  platform.  In  the  dark 
the  plaintiff  got  oat  on  the  path,  was  hurt,  and  the  jury  gave 
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him  a  verdict.  On  argument  of  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 
Ramivell,  B.  thought  the  jury  should  have  been  asked  whether 
the  plaintiff  really  thought  that  the  white  path  was  the  plat- 
form, considering  that  otherwise  he  ought  to  have  seen  the 
danger,  and  if  it  was  too  dark  to  do  so,  ought  not  to  liave 
gone  out  in  the  dark,  while  Pigot,  B.  thought  there  was  no 
evidence  of  negligence  on  the  pait  of  the  defendants,  and 
Martin,  B.  thought  that  there  was  evidence.  The  case  was 
eventually  compromised. 

Saunders,  at  page  29,  quotes  from  the  case  of  Siner  and 
wife  v.  TIlc  Gh^eat  Western  Railway  Co.  (37,  L.  J.,  Ex.  98), 
in  which  the  plainti&s  were  passengers  on  an  excursion  train 
which  was  longer  than  the  station  platform.  The  carriage, 
in  which  the  passengers  were  riding,  stopped  at  a  point  where 
there  was  no  platform.  *'  Several  passengers  got  out,  the 
husband  followed,  and  his  wife,  taking  both  his  hands, 
descended  from  the  ironsteps  to  the  ground,  and  in  doing  so 
her  knee  was  hurt" — ^held  that  they  were  not  entitled  to 
recover.  One  of  the  Judges  said  that  "  the  accident  was 
owing  to  the  fault  of  the  plaintifi."  Bramwell,  B.  remarked 
that  if  it  was  a  dangerous  place  the  defendants  should  be 
requested  to  put  back.  He  said,  it  did  not  occur  to  the  plain- 
tiffs that  if  they  stay  in  the  carriage  and  were  put  to  incon- 
venience, in  being  taken  on,  they  had  a  remedy  against  the 
company,  by  action  for  not  providing  the  proper  means  of 
getting  out,  adding,  ''  that  is  the  truth  and  the  law,  and  one 
cannot  help  it  if  they  do  not  know  it ;  but  they  have  no  right 
if  they  do  not  know  it  to  put  themselves  in  peril,  and  then 
make  a  claim  upon  the  company  for  compensation." 

This  question  of  contributory  negligence  was  here  pro- 
perly submitted  to  the  jury,  and  the  rule  of  law  being  that  if 
the  fact  of  the  defendants  negligence  be  doubtful,  he  is  enti- 
tled to  the  verdict ;  and  there  being  evidence  which  made  this 
case  one  particularly  for  a  jury,  who  found  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  the  verdict  cannot  be  set  aside,  and  the  rule  nisi 
for  a  tiew  trial  must  be  discharged. 
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Tarn  tooaat  In  4ow«r  of  wttdernam  land  harlng,  with  tbe  oonient  of  C  R.,  ono  of  tbe 
nratBioncn,  lold  all  ib«  hardwood  timber  frowinif  upon  the  laud  to  W.  R.  H.,  and  allowed 
the  tame  to  be  removed  hj  the  purchaaer,  oontractfd  a  eooond  maniagre  with  C.  8.  After  the 
death  of  O.  R.,  plaintUb,  as  rMrer^nen,  wlthoat  Joining  tho  heirs  of  G.  R..  brought  an  action 
of  waste  axainet  tbe  tenant  In  dower,  a  8.,  her  hueband,  and  W.  IL  H.,  the  purehaeer,  eialnliif 
damairoe  for  the  Injnry  to  the  land  bv  the  removal  of  the  timber.  The  Judge  wlio  tried  tiM 
cause  having  nonsuited  the  plaintUTs,  and  a  rule*  having  been  taken  to  set  the  same  aeMe, 

Beldt  (let,)  that  all  the  persons  entitled  as  reversioners  should  have  been  Joined  M 
ee-pUintlfls,  but,  as  non  Joinder  can  on\j  be  taken  advantage  of  by  plea,  in  abatement,  and  no 
neb  plea  wae  pleaded,  the  nonsuit,  If  ordered  solelj  on  that  ground,  oould  not  have  been 
■oitainffd. 

(Snd.)  That  In  such  ease  the  plaintifls  would  be  entitled  to  reoover,  not  the  full  value  of 
the  injury  done  to  the  land,  but  only  for  eueh  portions  of  tbe  damage  as  was  loouned  by 
themselves  slone. 

(8rd.)  That  the  tenant  in  dower  was  entitled  to  oat  down  the  trees  on  the  land  for  foil, 
fencfaig,  Improvement,  and  cultivation,  and  purpoees  oonnectad  with  such  Improvements,  bat 
not  to  sell  the  wood  tor  other  and  dtfTerent  purposes,  to  the  permanent  injury  of  the 
levenAonen,  an4  that  for  such  Injury  ahe  wm  responsible  to  the  reversioner. 

(4th.,)  (dubUanU).  That  an  action  will  lie  against  a  husband  Jointly  with  his  wif*  for 
waste  committed  by  the  bitter  befbre  their  Intermarriage. 

(6th.)  That  W.  H.  H.,  the  purchaser,  aoting,  as  he  did,  under  authorftyjif  tbe  tenantt  was 
not  ehargeable  for  wmU  by  tbe  revenloaen. 

DesBarreh,  J.,  DOW,  (Jftnaary  18th,  1875,)  delivered 
judgment,  as  follows  :— 

This  is  an  action  for  waste,  in  which  the  plaintiffs,  as 
reversioners,  claim  damages  for  an  injury  to  land  set  off  and 
assigned  to  Sarah  StUia,  one  of  the  defendants,  now  the  wife 
of  CdUb  Svlis^  another  defendant,  as  and  for  her  dower  in  the 
estate  of  James  M,  Roop,  deceased,  her  former  husband.  The 
plaintiffs,  in  their  declaration,  allege  that  the  reversion  in  the 
land  described  in  the  writ  belongs  in  equal  and  undivided 
moities.to  them  and  the  heirs  of  the  late  Ghrietopher  Roop 
who  are  not  parties  in  this  suit,  and  that  the  defendants 
injured  their  reversion  in  such  lands  by  wrongfully  cutting 
down  and  carrying  away  hard  wood,  and  other  trees  growing 
thereon. 

The  defendants  have  pleaded  severally.  First  of  all,  Caieh 
SvZis  denies  the  wrongful  cutting  down  and  carrying  away 
the  trees  and  timber  growing  on  the  land,  &c.  Secondly,  he 
says  he  did  not  injure  the  plaintiffs'  reversion  in  the  lands  by 
cutting  down  and  carrying  away  the  trees,  &c.  Thirdly,  he 
says  he  is  the  husband  of  Sarah  SvZia,  and  that  the  cutting 
down  and  carrying  away  the  trees,  if  any,  was  done  before  his 
intermarriage  with  her,  and  that  the  said  Sarah  Sidie  was 
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then  and  now  is  tenant  in  dower  of  the  lands,  and  the  alleged 
catting  down  and  carrying  away  the  trees  by  her  was  in  the 
due  and  legal  enjoyment  of  such  estovers  as  she  lawfully 
might  take  upon  the  lands,  &c.,  and  the  removal  and  carrying 
away  of  said  trees  was  in  due  course  of  improvement  and 
cultivation  of  the  land,  and  was  no  injury  to  the  plaintiffs' 
reversiion.  Fourthly,  the  defendant,  Caleb  SvZU,  says  that 
the  cutting  down  and  carrying  away  the  trees  was  done  while 
defendant,  jSfaraA  SiUis,  was  the  widow  of  JaiMs  M.  Roop, 
and  tenant  in  dower  of  the  land,  and  during  the  lifetime  of 
OhrUtcpher  Roap,  and  while  Chriatopher  Roap  was  tenant  in 
common  with  the  plaintiffs  in  the  reversion  of  the  land,  and 
was  then  done  by  the  leave  and  license  and  by  the  express 
permission  of  Christopher  Roop. 

The  defendant,  Sarah  Sulie,  first  denies  the  wrongful 
cutting  down  and  carrying  away  the  trees.  Secondly,  say« 
that  she  did  not  injure  the  plaintiffs'  reversion  in  the  lands  by 
cutting  down  and  carrying  away  the  timber  and  trees  growing 
thereon.  Thirdly,  that  Caleb  8ulis  is  her  husband,  and  the 
cutting  down  and  carrying  away  the  trees,  if  any,  was  done 
^before  her  intermarriage  with  him.  That  Uie  was  then  tenant 
in  dower  of  the  land,  and  the  alleged  cutting  down,  &c.,  by 
lier  was  in  the  due  and  legal  enjoyment  of  such  estovers  as 
ahe  lawfully  might  take  upon  the  lands,  be.  Fourthly,  that 
the  cutting  down,  &c.,  was  done  while  she  was  the  widow  of 
the  late  Jam^e  H,  Roap,  and  the  tenant  in  dower  of  the  lands 
and  during  the  life  time  of  Christopher  Roop,  and  while  he 
was  tenant  in  common  with  the  plaintiffs  of  the  reversion  in 
the  lands*  and  that  such  cutting  was  then  done  by  the  leave 
and  license,  and  with  the  express  permission  of  Chriatopher 
Roop. 

The  defendant,  William  H.  Haines,  by  his  first  and  8e6ond 
pleas,  also  denies  the  cutting  down  the  trees,  &c,  and,  thirdly, 
be  says  that  during  the  life  time  of  Christopher  Roop,  he 
purchased  from  Sarah  Svlis,  then  the  widow  oi  James  M. 
Roop,  the  hardwood  trees,  &e.,  on  the  land,  with  the  consent 
of  Chriatopher  Roop,  and  that  the  cutting,  kc^  was  done  in 
pursuance  of  that  purchase,  and  with  the  consent  of  Chriatopher 
Roopt  the  teniMit  in  common*  of  the  reversion.  Fourthly,  that 
Satith  SuJUs^mng  tenant  in  dower  of  the  landa^and  Chriatopher 
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Uoopt  being  tenant  in  common  of  the  reversion  with  the 
plaintiffs,  he  purchased  the  interest  of  Sarah  Svlis  as  such 
tenant  in  dower,  and  that  the  cutting,  &;c.,  if  any,  was  only 
such  cutting,  &;c,as  the  said  Sarak  might  lawfully  have  done. 

The  cause  was  tried  on  the  issues  taken  on  these  pleas 
before  Mr.  Justice  McCiiUy,  at  Dighy,  in  September  Term, 
1873,  who,  being  of  opinion  that  the  non-joinder  of  the  heirs 
of  Ckristopker  Roop  was  a  fatal  objection,  and  also  that  the 
mction  did  not  lie  against  the  defendant,  Haines,  directed  a 
consult  to  be  entered,  and  granted  a  rule  nisi  for  setting  it 
Aside  in  order  that  the  plaintiffs  might  have  the  opportunity 
of  shewing  before  the  full  Court  that  they  were  entitled  to 
recover.  The  rule  was  argued  before  the  Court  at  the  last 
JuXf  Term,  and  it  being  a  case  involving  questions  that  we 
desired,  but  had  not  time  to  look  into,  judgment  was  for  that 
reason  reserved  until  the  present  Term. 

I  may  remark  at  the  outset  that  this  is  a  form  of  action 
which  has  long  been  disused  in  England,  and  one  which,  so 
far  as  my  knowledge  extends,  has  not  been  resorted  to  here. 
An  action  on  the  case  in  the  nature  of  waste  has  been 
substituted  for,  and  is  now  the  form  of  action  adopted  as  well 
in  England  as  in  the  United  StaJbes  for  such  injuries  as  the 
plaintiflb  have  complained  of.  The  writ  of  waste,  as  a 
distinct  form  of  action,  was  abolished  in  England  by 
S  A  Ji,  WHlimm  /F.,  chapter  27,  section  26,  and  the  action  of 
waiste  is  now  in  the  form  of  an  action  on  the  case  for  damages. 
See  Sullen  A  Leake,  423,  and  S  Wms.  Saund,,  252  a.  What 
has  been  abolished  in  ETigland  ought  not  to  be  brought  into 
existence  here,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  legislation  of  our 
own  on  the  suljeci,  it  would  be  safer  to  follow  the  form  used 
there. 

Now  the  first  question  that  arises  in  this  case  is  whether 
the  action  can  be  maintained  by  plaintiffs  without  joining 
with  themselves  the  heirs  of  Ckriatcpher  Roop  as  co-plaintiffs, 
who  are  tenants  in  common  with  them  of  the  reversionary 
estate  in  the  lot  of  land  described  in  the  writ.  In  Addison 
on  Wrongs,  page  67,  it  is  said  that  if  several  persons  are 
entitled  to  the  reversion  as  joint  tenants  or  tenants  in  common, 
they  should  all  be  joined  as  plaintiffs  in  an  action  for  an 
injury  to  the   reversion.     See  also    Bao9n*e   Abr^    Joint 
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Tenants,  k.  That  ibis  is  a  sound  and  well-established 
principle  there  can  be  no  doubt,  but  it  is  clear  Uiat  the 
non-joinder  can  only  be  taken  advantage  of  by  plea  in  abate* 
ment,  and  here  no  such  plea  has  been  put  in.  See  Addiaan 
V.  Ovm^end,  6  T.  R,  766  ;  BiHXidbent  ▼.  Ledward,  11  A.  &  £., 
209  ;  Phillips  v.  Claggett,  10  M.  &  W.,  102.  If,  therefore,  the 
nonsuit  had  been  ordered  solely  on  the  ground  of  nonjoinder, 
and  there  had  b^n  no  other  ground  of  objection  open  to  the 
defendants,  I  think  the  nonsuit  could  not  have  been  sustained, 
and  in  that  case  the  plaintiflb  might  have  been  entitled  to 
recover  damages,  not  for  the  full  value  of  the  injury  done  to 
the  land,  but  only  for  such  portion  of  the  damages  as  was 
incurred  by  themselves  alone.  Sedffwerth  v.  Ovsrendr7  T.  K, 
279  ;  Blosca/m  v.  Hubbard,  6  East,  407.  But  there  are  other 
grounds  of  objection  worthy  of  consideration,  to  which  I  shall 
presently  refer.  Before  doing  so  it  may  be  proper  to  enquire 
what  acts  on  the  part  of  a  tenant  in  dower  constitute  waste. 
In  HUliard  on  Torts,  pages  154-5,  it  is  defined  "  as  a  spoil  or 
destruction  in  corporeal  hereditaments  to  the  disherison  of  him 
that  hath  the  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  simple,'' 
S  BL  Cam.,  231.  In  other  words,  it  con^sts  in  such  acts  as 
tend  to  the  permanent  loss  of  the  owner  in  fee,  or  to  destroy 
or  lessen  the  value  of  the  inheritance.  '*  The  felling  of  trees/' 
he  says,  '*  is  a  prominent  species  of  waste.'*  At  page  157  he 
says  :  "  In  New  York  the  doctrine  of  waste,  as  understood  in 
E7igland,  is  not  applicable  to  a  new  and  unsettled  country. 
Hence  when  the  whole  of  a  farm  when  leased  for  a  rent  is  in 
a  wild  and  uncultivated  state,  with  the  exception  of  a  few 
acres,  the  parties  will  be  held  to  have  intended  that  the  lessee 
should  be  at  liberty  to  fell  part  of  the  timber  in  order  to  fit 
the  land  for  cultivation,  but  not  to  destroy  all  the  timber,  and 
thereby  irreparably  injure  the  premises  or  permanently 
diminish  their  value.  But  where  a  tenant  cuts  trees,  not  far 
the  purpose  of  preparing  the  land  for  cultivation,  but  for  the 
pro/U  to  be  derived  from  a  sale,  he  is  guilty  of  waste." 

It  appears  that  the  lot  of  land  assigned  to  and  held  by 
8ai\ih  Sulis,  as  her  dower,  was  wilderness  land,  the  trees  on 
which  she  was  unquesUonably  entitled  to  cut  down  and  use 
for  fuel,  fencing,  and  the  improvement  and  cultivation  of  the 
land  and  all  puiposet  for  which  they  were  required  in  view 
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of  such  improvements,  but  she  was  not  entitled  to  sell  the 
valuable  wood  growing  on  the  land  for  other  and  different 
purposes,  to  the  permanent  injury  of  the  reversioners.  The 
evidence,  however^  shews  that  Sarah  Sulis,  the  tenant  iu 
dower,  before  her  intermarriage  with  Caleb  Sulia,  actually 
sold  all  the  hardwood  on  the  land  to  Haines^  one  of  the 
defendants,  and  that  he,  before  that  event,  under  the  sale  and 
authority  so  given  to  him,  had  cut  and  carried  away  and  sold 
to  other  persons,  who,  together  with  himself,  had  cut  and 
carried  away  the  whole  or  nearly  the  whole  of  the  valuable 
hardwood  timber  that  stood  upon  the  land,  rendering  it 
tiiereby  of  little  value  to  the  parties  entitled  to  the  reversionary 
estate  therein.  For  such  an  injury  as  this,  it  might  well  be 
supposed,  there  ought  to  be  some  redress,  as  there  certainly 
would  be  if  the  tenant  in  dower  had  continued  to  be  the 
widow  of  James  M.  Ro&p^  but  she  was  now  and  had  become 
the  wife  of  Cal^  Sulis^ame  time  after  the  injuries  complained 
of  had  been  committed,  and  one  of  the  questions  raised  by 
the  pleadings,  and  now  submitted  for  our  consideration,  is 
whether  Caleh  Sulis  can,  in  law,  be  held  responsible  for  the 
tortious  ttcts  of  his  wife,  committed  before  her  intermarriage 
with  him  ;  in  other  Words,  whether  the  plaintiffs  can  maintain 
this  suit  against  CaM>  Sulis  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
law.  It  is  true  he  may  be  held  responsible  for  debts  contracted 
by  his  wife  before  their  intermarriage,  but  it  does  not  at  all 
follow  that  he  can  be  held  responsible  for  her  tortious  acts. 
This  question,  striking  at  the  very  foundation  of  the  present 
action,  was  not  touched  at  the  argument  by  the  counsel  on 
either  side.  It  was  passed  over  and  left  to  be  answered  by 
the  Court 

I  have  carefully  searched  for  a  ease  to  «hew  that  the 
husband  can  be  held  responsible  for  the  tortious  acts  of  his 
wife  under  circumstances  like  this,  and  have  found  none,  and 
can  only  say  that  until  such 'a  ci^  can  be  discovered,  I  shall 
entertain  some  doubt  on  the  subject.  It  is  said  in  Wma. 
Sauvders,  47,  note  W.,  that  if  a  woman  has  Leen  guilty  of  a 
conversion  before  her  marriage,  or  a  wife,  without  her  husband, 
converts  goods,  during  the  coverture  trover  lies  against 
husband  and  wife  4  from  which  it  may  be  inferred  that  the 
present  action  will  lie  against  Btdk  and  his  wife,  for  waste 
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committed  by  the  latter  before  their  intermarriage.  There  is 
also  another  objection  raised  in  this  suit,  mnd  that  is  that  an 
action  of  waste  will  only  lie  against  the  tenant  in  dower,  who 
is  alone  responsible  for  waste,  by  whomsoever  it  may  be 
committed.  The  reversioner  looking  to  the  tenant,  and  the 
ienant  having  a  remedy  over  in  trespass  against  the  wrong* 
doer.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  Haines,  acting,  as  he  did, 
undac  the.  authority  of  the  tenant  in  dower,  cannot  be 
chargeable  for  waste  by  the  reversioners.  He  may  be 
accountable  to  the  tenant  in  dower,  but  not  to  them. 

In  the  view  I  take  of  this  case,  it  is  not  necesMiTy  to^ 
express  any  opinion  as  to  the  effect  of  the  license  proved  to 
have  been  given  to  the  tenant  in  dower  by  Chrieiopher  Roop^ 
the  brother  of  Catherine  TiUie, one  of  theplaintiffs^tocut and 
caiTy  away  the  trees  for  her  maintenance  and  support,  but  I 
may  say  I  do  not  think  such  a  license  can  afleerany  light  of 
action  which  she^  Catherine  Titue,  has  or  may  have  for  any 
iiijury  sustained  in  her  reversionary  estate.  It  is  possihlevthe 
present  action  may  lie  against  the  dtfendants,  Sutis  and  his 
wife,,  but  it  is  by  no  means  dear  to  my  mind  that  it  cam 
Taking' all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  together,  I  think  the 
rule  for  setting  aside  the  nonsuit:  must  bediscbarged^resisrving. 
the  question  of  costs. 
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To  an  aeti«n  of  r«p1evin  brought  hj  plafnttffs  as  admteMraton  and  atfknJhlMratitx  of 
J.K.,  defendant  ploaded,  amcnir  other  pleas,  a  plea  that  the  lettete  of  administratioQ  ww- 
null  and  Toid*  as  barlnf  been  granted  by  the  Jodge  of  Pii>h>te  for  the  Ooiuity  of  Coleheoler* . 
whereas,  J.  K.,  as  defendant  alleged,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  had  his  dosnlcU  In  the  Ooml^ 
of  Cnmberland.  A  verdict  having  been  foond  for  platntlft,  defendant  moved  to  set  It  aslde^ 
«i  the  ground  that  the  issuo  raised  hj  the  plea  above  Tecfted  was  not  submltleil  to  the  Joiy. 

Heldt  tliat  the  issue  was  properly  wittiheld.    The  Judge  who  tried  the  case  was  not  at' 
Ifberfey  to  admit  any  evldenee-  to  impeneh  tlie  validity  of  the  letters  of  aAnihfstfation.    If 
defendant  wished  to  attack  the  letten  ef  adminMsatioii,  his  proper  oaoso  was  by  ftppiii  • 
within  the  time  preeeribed  Ita  ttke  Matute. 

DesBarres^>.  J.,   now,  (Jannavy  18th,   1875,)  delivered- 
judgment,  as  f oU6ws : — 

This  was  an  action  of  repleriu  that  was'^  tried  before  Mn 
Justice  WUkine,  at  Amherst^  in  which  a  plea  wbs  put  in, 
among  others^to  the  effect  that  the  plaintife  were  not  tbe 


JANUARY,    1876.  50S 

administratrix  and  administrators  of  John  Kerr,  deceased, 
inasmuch  as  the  letters  of  administration,  of  which  profert 
was  made,  were  granted  by  the  Judge  of  Probate  for  the 
County  of  CoUAMter,  instead  of  being  granted  by  the  Judge 
of  Probate  for  the  County  of  Camberland,  in  which,  it  was 
alleged,  JoAn  Kerr  dwelt,  at  a  place  called  OreenvUle,  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  and  that  therefore  the  letters  of  administra- 
tion so  granted,  and  under  which  the  plaintiffs  claimed  the 
property  replevied,  were  null  and  voidl 

The  letters  of  administration  granted  to  the  plaintiffs  by 
the  Judge  of  Probate  for  the  County  of  Colchester,  on  being 
tendered  in  evidence,  was  objected  to  by  Mr,  Torvnahend,  the 
counsel  of  defendant,  but  they  were  received  by  the  learned 
Judge  and  read,  subject  to  die  objection.  The  cause  being 
proceeded  in,  a  verdict  was  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintifis, 
and  on  motion  for  a  rule  niiei  to  set  it  aside  it  was  refused, 
and  taken  under  the  statute.  At  the  argument  of  this  rule, 
the  only  ground  urged  by  defendant's  counsel  in  support  of  it 
was  that  the  learned  Judge,  in  charging  the  jury,  did  not 
submit  to  them  the  issue  raised  on  the  plea  to  which  I  have 
referred,  insisting  that  the  question  involved  in  that  issue  as 
to  the  domicil  of  John  Kerr  was- within  the  province  of  the 
jury,  and  tbat»  having  been  withdrawn,  the  verdict  could  not 
stand. 

The  question  raised  here  is  important,  and  ought  to*  be 
settled,  that  it  may  become  generally  known  whether  the 
Court  or  the  jury  have  the  right  of  pronouncing  on  the 
validity  or  invalidity  of  letters  of  administration  granted  by 
Jirdges  Specially  appointed  to  discharge  that  duty.  I  have 
always  been  under  the  impression  that  the  power  of  cancel-^ 
lation  was  vested  in  this  Court,  and  I  am  inclined  to  adhere 
to  that  opinion  until  I  can  see  some  good  reason  to  change  it 
This  very  case  furnishes  an  illustration  of  what  the  effect 
would  be  if  the  jury  were  permitted  to  interfere  with  and 
decide  a  question  like  this  before  a  single  Judge,  instead,  (d 
the  Court  of  Appeal.  Suppose  the  issue  raised  by  this  plM. 
to  have  bben  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  they  had  found;, 
(though.  I  do  not  think  they  eoold  well  have  done.so  undlsr 
the  evidence,)  that  John  Kerr's  domicil  or  home  was  «t^ 
OreemriUe,  in  the  County  of  Cwmberiand,  and  that  the  lettem 
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of  administration  granted  by  the  Jadge  of  Probate  for  the 
County  of  Colchester  was  consequently  void.  There  would 
have  been  this  anomaly,  that  while  the  Judge  trying  the 
cause  had,  by  receiving  the  letters  of  administration  in 
evidence,  held  them  to  be  valid,  the  jury,  by  their  finding, 
held  them  to  be  void.  With  such  a  plea  as  this  upon  the 
record,  which,  in  a  case  like  this,  I  think,  ought  not  to  be 
favored,  what  other  course  could  the  learned  Judge  have 
been  expected  to  purscfe  other  than  that  which  he  adopted 
in  order  to  withdraw  the  issue  which  it  raised  from  the 
consideration  of  the  jury,  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  such  a 
result  as  I  have  suggested.  Can  it  be  contended  that  the 
mere  fact  of  such  an  issue  being  raised  rendered  it  imperative 
upon  the  Judge  to  submit  it  with  the  view  that  he  entertained 
and  expressed,  (which  I  think  was  right,)  that  though  the 
letters  of  administration  were  voidable,  they  wore  not  void. 
Speaking  for  myself,  I  may  say  that  if  I  had  been  in  his 
position,  I  would  have  felt  myself  constrained  to  act  in  the 
same  way.  But  although  the  jury  are  not  clothed  with  the 
power  of  cancelling  letters  of  administration,  there  is  a  plain 
and  unmistakeabliB  way  by  which  it  may  be-  done.  In 
/  Wms.  on  Exra.,  462,  he  says :  "  A  probate  or  grant  of 
administration  may  be  revoked  in  two  ways,— rfinit,  on  a  suit 
before  the  Court  by  citation  ;  and,  second,  by  an  appeal  to  a 
higher  tribunal  to  reverse  the  sentence  by  which  they  were 
granted/* 

Under  our  law  the  appeal  is  to  be  made  to  this  Court,  and 
it  must  be  made  within  the  time  prescribed  in  the  statute^ 
but  no  appeal  was  ever  made  in  this  case,  and  therefore  the 
letters  of  administration,  when  the  cause  was  tried,  were  and 
are  still  in  full  force,  and  although  there  was  evidence  as  to  the 
domicile  of  John  Kerr,  it  was  evidence  which  did  not  at  all 
tpuch  the  merits  of  the  case ;  the  important  issue  to  be  tried 
being  the  right  of  property  in  the  goods,  which  was 
found  by  the  jury  to  be  in  the  plaintiffs.  Allen  v. 
Dundas,  3  T.  R.,  129,  cited  at  the  argument,  was  an  action 
to  recover  money  from  defendant  which  it  appeared  he  had 
paid  to  a  person  who  had  obtained  probate  of  a  forged  will. 
It  was  held  that  payment  of  the  money  to  the  person  who 
had  obtained  such  probate  was  a  discharge  to  the  defendant^ 
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a  debtor  of  the  intestate,  notwithstanding  the  probate  was  after- 
wards declared  null  and  void,  and  granted  to  the  intestate's 
next  of  kin.  It  was  also  held  that  a  probate,  as  long  as  it 
remains  unrepealed,  cannot  be  impeached  in  the  temporal 
Courts.  Aehurst,  J.,  in  delivering  his  opinion  in  that  case, 
says :  "*  Every  person  is  bound  to  pay  deference  to  a  judicial 
act  of  a  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  Here  the  spiritual 
Court  had  a  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter,  and  every 
person  was  bound  to  give  credit  to  the  probate  till  it  was 
vacated.**  BvUer,  J.,  in  the  same  case,  says :  "  It  has  been 
contended  that  probate  is  not  a  judicial  act,  but  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  is  a  judicial  act,  for  the  ecclesiastical  Courts 
may  hear  and  examine  the  parties  on  the  different  sides 
whether  a  will  be  or  be  not  properly  executed.  That  is  the 
only  Court  which  can  pronounce  whether  or  not  the  will  be 
good,  and  the  Courts  of  common  law  have  no  authority  over 
the  subject ;"  adding,  "  The  probate  is  canduaive  till  it  he 
repealed,  and  no  Court  of  common  law  can  admit  evidence  to 
impeach  it.**  The  same  principle  must,  of  course,  be  applicable 
to  letters  of  administration,  so  that  it  would  appear  that  the 
learned  Judge  who  tried  the  case  under  consideration  was  not 
at  liberty,  under  this  authority,  to  admit  any  evidence  to 
impeach  the  validity  of  the  letters  of  administration  granted 
to  the  plaintiffs.  The  same  doctrine  appears  to  be  generally 
laid  down  in  the  American  cases  which  is  promulgated  in 
AUen  V.  Dundaa,  though  there  may  be  some  which  do  not  go 
to  the  same  extent  In  OrijffUh  v.  Frazier,  8  Cranch,  23, 
MarshaU,  C.  J.,  says :  *'  To  give  the  ordinary  jurisdiction,  a 
case  by  which  in  law  letters  of  administration  may  issue  must 
be  brought  before  him.  In  the  common  case  of  intestacy  it  is 
clear  that  letters  of  administration  must  be  granted  to  some 
person  by  the  ordinary,  and  though  they  should  be  granted  to 
one  not  entitled  by  law,  riiU  the  act  is  binding  until  annulled 
by  the  competent  tribunal,  because  he  had  power  to  grant 
letters  of  administration  in  the  case.**  In  Peters  v.  Peters, 
8  Cushing,  543,  Shaw,  C.  J.,  referring  to  an  opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  Jackson,  in  Smith  v.  Riee,  11  Mass.,  507,  says :  ''  It  is 
undoubtedly  true  that  in  cases  where  the  Probate  Court  is 
acting  within  its  jurisdiction,  pursuing  the  course  prescribed 
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by  law,  if  there  i»  an  indiscreet  exercise  of  authority,  the  only 
remedy  of  the  party  agg^eved  is  by  appeal." 

It  was  open  to  the  defendant  to  claim  an  appeal  for  the 
purpose  of  cancelling  the  letters  of  administration  granted  to 
the  plaintiffs  in  this  cause,  if  he  felt  aggrieved,  and  considered 
that  they  had  been  wrongly  granted.  He,  however,  did  not 
think  fit  to  pursue  that  course,  but  adopted  one  which,  to  my 
mind,  is  very  objectionable;  and  it  appearing  from  the  evidence 
that  the  merits  of  the  case  are  entirely  with  the  plaintiffs,  I 
think  the  rule  niH  for  setting  aside  the  verdict  must  be 
discharged  with  costs. 

I  have  not  touched  the  subject  of  the  domicil  of  John  Kerr^ 
to  which  the  plea  before  spoken  of  refers,  as  I  do  not  consider 
it  a  subject  we  are  called  upon  to  decide  in  this  case,  tt  is  a 
subject  which  we  may  fairly  assume  was  fully  inquired  into 
by  the  Judge  of  Probate  before  granting  the  letters  of 
administration,  and  it  will  be  time  enough  to  consider  it  when 
properly  brought  before  us. 
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R.  havlnv  beta  appolnUd  a  QuMii't  Ooumtl  undCT  a  oonmiMloii  tron  tli«  Qofrtnor- 
0«atml  off  Caatda,  Ms  preoadenoe  wag  queiUoned  tgr  W.^  who  waa  bis  sanlor  at  the  Bar  ol 
Kova  Sootla,  but  bald  no  appolntraatit  aa  a  Qttaen's  Ooanstl  aithar  from  the  OovamorOananl 
or  the  Lleatanant>QoTamor.  W.  movad  to  bava  bis  oausa  antered  on  tba  dookal  prior  to  that 
of  R. 

Tba  motion  waa  dtsmissad. 

Sir  W.  Youno,  C.  J.,  now,  (January  18th,  1875,)  delivered 
judgment,  as  follows  : — 

This  case,  entered  by  Mr.  Waliaoe,  stood  No.  60  on  the 
docket  of  last  Term,  and  Ryan  v.  Homsby,  entered  by  Mr. 
Ritchie,  Q.  d,  stood  No.  54.  His  right  to  precedence  as  Q.  d 
under  the  Govemor-Oenerars  commission,  attested  by  the 
Great  Seal  26th  December,  1872^  was  questioned  by  Mr^ 
WaUcLoe,  who  was  his  senior  at  the  Bar,  and  the  point  was 
argued  before  us  this  Term  by  Mr.  W.  A.  Johnston  and  Mr. 
Weathsrbe. 
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We  have  looked  at  all  the  authorities  cited,  and  some 
others^  and  have  now  to  state  our  opinion,  which  turns  mainly 
on  the  construction  of  our  own  Provincial  Act,  37  Victoria, 
chapter  21,  section  2.  This  and  the  preceding  act,  chapter  20, 
were  borrowed  from  the  Ontario  Acts,  36  Victoria,  chapters 
S  and  4,  but  which  are  somewhat  different,  and  were  passed 
nnder  different  circumstances.  It  appears  from  the  Dominion 
Seasional  Papers  of  1 873,  No.  50.  that  after  the  British  North 
America  Act,  1867,  the  Government  of  this  Province  were  of 
opinion  that  they  had  Hot  the  power  of  appointing  Queen's 
Counsel,  nor  have  they  apt>ointed  any  in  point  of  fact; 
whereas  the  Government  of  Ontario  contended  they  had  the 
power,  and  appointed  seven  Barristers  as  Queen's  Counsel 
March  16th,  1871*  On  a  reference  to  the  Law  Oi&cers  of  the 
Crown,  previously  made,  it  appears  by  a  dispatch  from  the 
Colonial  Secretary  to  the  Governor-General,  February  Ist^ 
1872,  that  the  Law  Officers  had  advised  the  Colonial  Secretary 
that  the  Governor-General  had  the  power  to  appoint  Queen's 
Counsel,  but  that  a  Lieutenant-Governor,  appointed  since  thd 
Union  came  into  effect,  had  no  such  power  of  appointing ; 
thus  affirming  the  opinion  of  our  Government.  The  Colonial 
Secretary  was  further  advised  that  the  legislature  of  a 
province  can  confer  by  statute  on  the  Lieutenant-Governor 
the  power  of  appointing  Q.  C.'s,  (which  the  Provinces  of 
Ontario  and  Nova  Scotia  have  now  done).  And  with  respect  ta 
precedence  and  pre-audience  in  the  Courts  of  the  Province, 
the  Legislature  of  the  Province  has  power  to  decide  as  betweeti 
Queen's  Counsel  appointed  by  the  Governor-General  and  thd 
Lieutenant-Governor,  as  above  explained. 

The  counsel  for  the  claimant  insisted  that  we  ought  to  pay 
no  regard  to  this  despatch,  or  the  doctrine  it  enonncesi  firsts 
because  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  and  Solicitor-Generals  was 
not  inclosed  under  their  hands,  and^. secondly,  because,  if  it 
were  inclosed,  it  is  not  binding  on  this  Court.  But  it  would 
certainly  be  a  strange  thing  in  a  British  Court,  on  a  matter 
affecting  the  royal  prerogative^  to  discredit  a  despatch  from  the 
Colonial  Secretary  addressed  to^  and  acted  on  by  the  Governor^ 
General ;  and  as  respects  the  Law  Officers,  while  their  official 
opinions  have  not  the  force  of  judicial  decisions,  we  have  only 
to  turn  to  the  valuable  collections  of  Ghahnars  and  Forsyth,  and 
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to  onr  own  experience,  to  leam  how  often  the  opinions  of  the 

many  eminent  lawyers  who  have  filled  the  crown  offices  in 

Sn^nd  have  shed  light  in  difficult  and  obscure  questjons, 

and  guided  ns  in  oar  path.    Besides,  the  opinions  they  have 

expressed  in  this  instajice  are  in  entire  accordance  vith  our 

own.    "  A  custom  has  of  late  years  prevuted,"  says  Blaehtona, 

8  ComuL,  28,  and  sec.  4  Inst,  361.,  "  of  granting  letters  patent 

of  precedence  to  such  barristora  aa  the  crown  thinks  proper  to 

honor  with  that  mark  of  distinction,  whereby  they  are  entitled 

to  sach  rank  and  precedence  as  are  asHtgned  in  their  respective 

patents ;  sometimes  next  after  the  King's  Attorney-General, 

but  usually  next  after  Hia  H^osty's  Counsel  then  being." 

This  is  a  power,  concurrently  with  the  appointment  of  Queen's 

Coansel,  which  the  crown  may  etitl  exert  in  this  Dominion 

through  its  representative,  notwithstanding  the  right  conferred 

<m  the  Lientenant-Qovemor  by  statute,  and  which,  on  the 

erection  of  a  Sapreme  Court  of  Appeal,  may  possibly  be  called 

into  practice,  conformably  to  the  third  clause  of  the  royal 

commission  to  Lord  Monde,  1st  Juli/,  1867.     We  observe  that 

the  Ontario  Act  of  1873  empowers  the  Lieatenant-Qovemor 

to  grant  a  patent  of  precedonce  to  any  member  of  the  OjUaru) 

Bar,  but  a  like  clause  is  omitted  in  our  Act  of  1874,  although 

patents  of  precedence  are  referred   to  in  section  4.    It  is 

contended  that  the  effect  of  that  section  is  to  annul  the 

precedence  and  pre-audience  that  have  been  enjoyed  by  the 

Queen's  Counsel  appointed  under  the  Qreat  Seal  since  JvZy  1st, 

^aaT  .„A  *«  reduce  them  again  to  a  level  with  the  other 

id  that  nothing  can  restore  them  to  their  present 

;  letters  patent  which  have  not  been,  bat  may  be, 

B  Lieatonant-Oovemor,  under  the  Great  Seal  of 

e.    How  the    corresponding   clause  may  have 

Ontario,  where    the    Government  had  actually 

teen's  Counsel  without  law,  as  our  Government 

have  no  means  of  ascerteiniog.    But  to  put  that 

upon  oar  clanae,  where  the  sols  right  of  ^tpoint- 

crown  was  ooneeded,  and  d^rade  the  Barristen 

mmissions  under  Uie  Great  Seal,  wonid  be  not 

itice,  but  inconnstent  with  the  acte  of  oar  own 

and  the  practice   of    this  Court.    An  act  ao 

ould  go  baynid  the  wope  ef  the  deqiatch  <rf 
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February  Isi,  1872,  which  contemplated  a  legislative  decision 
between  Queen's  Counsel  appointed  by  the  Governor-Qeneral 
and  the  Lieutenant-Oovernor,  and  not  between  Barristers  who 
bold  appointments  from  the  QovemorrOeneral  and  Barristers 
who  hold  no  appointments,  either  from  the  Oovemor-Oeneral 
or  the  Lieutenant-Governor. 

The  motion  now  made,  theref6re,  cannpt  be  entertained* 
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nvnvAn  BBttte  a  rtibaX  afwtunut  wtth  pliliitlff  to  fifty  bim  far  toy  work  whldi  B. 
nlghi  iwioift  bim  to  iwiftum.  Ptelntiff  poiBuiinoii  woili  fat  R.  ■oondlni^yy  wd  pfocmtd 
Iron  bim  u  ftfdniowladgiiMiit  la  tbo  tdOawbtg  fonn,  wbidi  bt  jveMnted  to  defondftal: 
'*IlilftiMedu«  Mr.  WUtUun  Oos  from  Alexiadtr  Bo«i  at  tbli  dftto,  on«  buudrod  uid  Sflgr 
ddkn,  (SIgiMd)  Alex.  Rom."  At  tho  tflal  ft  Tordlol  mm  floond  fai  plftlntHb  IlkTor,  ftad  ft  nils 
tftkoB  to  Mt  tbo  niM  addo. 

Bddf  Ibai  tboofrh  ibo  paper  ilgnod  bj  K.  wm  not  ia  fbrm  nieb  a  papor  la  be  ooftbt  to 
bavo  pi«|Mf«d  or  ao  pbdatifl  oogbt  to  bara  aoefpted,  ftwaarolBdant,  aftr  vewMet,  to  ibow  tbo 
amoAai  and  rahia  of  tba  won  dooa  bT  ptalatifl  lor  B.,  lor  wbldk  defendant  bad  agned  to  pay. 

DesBarbes,  J.,  now,  (January  18tb  1875,)  delivered 
judgment,  as  follows : — 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  from 
defendant  for  work  and  labor  performed  by  plaintiff  at  the 
request  of  defendant,  for  one  Alexander  Rosa,  a  ship-builder 
at  MaiUand,  in  the  County  of  Hants,  A  verbal  agreement 
was  proved  to  have  been  made  between  the  parties  in  Nov^f 
1870,  whereby  defendant  agreed  and  promised  to  pay  plaintiff 
for  any  work  that  Roea  might  require  him  to  perform,  on  hit 
producing  to  defendant  some  paper  or  document  showing  the 
amount  and  value  of  the  work  done.  It  was  also  proved  that 
Ro88  afterwards  commenced  to  build  a  vessel  for  a  company, 
of  which  defendant  was  a  part  owner,  and  that  he  (Ron) 
employed  plaintiff  to  haul  timber  for  him  for  that  vc69el,  and 
that  a  settlement  was  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  itost 
by  which  it  was  found  the  value  of  the  work  so  done  by 
plaintiff  for  Raaa  amounted  to  $160.  No  part  of  ,this  sum 
was  ever  demanded  from  Rosa,  and  no  part  of  it  was  ever 
paid  by  him  to  the  plaintiff.  At  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  settlement  referred  to,  a  paper  writing  drawn  and  signed 
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by  R088,  was  by  bim  banded  to  tbe  plaintiff,  of  whicb  tbd 
following  is  a  copy : 

"  Mafixand,  No^  18,  187 L 

"  Balance  due  Mr.  WiUiam  Cox  from  Alexander  Rosa,  at 
tbis  date,  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars," 

"(Signed.)  Albx.  Ross." 

Tbe  plaintiff  exhibited  this  paper  writing  to  defendant  and 
demanded  payment  from  him  of  the  amount  mentioned  in  it^ 
but  defendant  refused  to  pay,  saying  he  had  never  promised 
or  made  himself  responsible  to  pay  for  the  work  performed 
by  plaintiff  for  Rosa,  and,  upon  that  refusal,  the  present  action 
was  brought. 

The  jury  having  decided  that  the  contract  made  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant  was  an  original  contract,  making  the 
defendant  permanently  liable  for  work  to  be.  done  by  the 
former  for  Roae,  and  not,  as  contended  for,  a  contract  to 
become  responsible  for  such  work  in  case  Rosa  himself  failed 
to  pay, — the  only  question  for  our  consideration  is,  whether 
the  paper  writing  of  the  18th  Noveniher,  1871,  was  such  as  in 
itself  afforded  sufficient  evidence  of  the  work  done  by  plain- 
tiff for  Roaa,  and  the  amount  which  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  from  defendant  for  such  work.  It  must  be  conceded 
that  the  paper  writing  is  not .  in  form  such  a  paper  as  Roaa 
ought  to  have  prepaid,  or  such  as  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
accepted  to  shew  the  amount  and  value  of  the  woiic  done  by 
plaintiff  for  Roaa,  and  for  which  defendant  had  agreed  to  pay ; 
but  there  can  be  no  doubt  it  was  nanded  to  and  intended  to 
be  exhibited  by  plaintiff  to  defendant  as  a  paper  suffident  to 
give  this  information,  nor  can  there  be  any  doubt  that  th^ 
Jury  to  whom  it  was  submitted  re^rded  it  in  that  light  The 
evidence  of  BraiTie  tendered  by  the  defendant  and  rejected  by 
the  Judge  was  clearly  inadmissible,  for,  as  the  contract  entered 
into  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  rendered  the 
latter  primarily  liable  for  the  work  performed  for  Roaa^  it 
was  of  little  consequence  how  or  in  what  manner  the  accounts 
were  kep(  between  jRoas  and  those  for  whom  he  was  employed 
to  build  the  vessel,  nor  was  it  at  all  material  to  iiiquira 
whether  Eoaa  had  or  had  not  been  fully  paid  for  the  building 
of  that  vessel  by  those  who  had  contracted  with  him  tbeiefor, 
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and  therefore  it  appears  to  mn  that  the  rejection  of  the  evi- 
dence proposed  to  be  given  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  on 
these  points,  furnishes  no  ground  for  setting  aside  the  verdict. 
It  will  be  recollected  that  the  ground  taken  at  the  trial  for  a 
noasuit  and  that  taken  at  the  argument  for  setting  aside  the 
verdict  was,  that  the  defendant  was  a  guamntor  and  not  an 
original  contractor  with  plaintiff,  and  that  as  no  statement 
from  B088  of  the  work  done  had  been  produced,  the  plaintiff 
eould  not  recover. 

Both  of  these  points  having,  as  I  think,  been  settled  by 
the  verdict  of  the  jury,  I  am  of  opinion  the  verdict  ought  to 
stand,  and  that  the  rule  for  setting  it  aside  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. 


ENQLET   V.    McILREITft 

PLADmvf  WH  tentot  of  a  shop  In  a  boildiDg  owned  by  dofendMt,  the  upper  portion  of 
wliidi  wae  ooeapied  by  other  tenonte.  It  having  become  neoenar}*  to  make  certain  repairs  to 
the  roof  of  the  building,  a  portion  of  the  roof  wae  removed  at  defendants  initaoce  without 
notiee  to  the  plaintiff.  Owing  to  the  negligent  manner  in  which  the  work  wae  done,  rain  fell 
Into  the  building  and  ran  through  and  injured  the  plaintlffa  goods. 

Beld,  that  the  work  wae  done  by  defendant  at  his  own  risk,  and  that  he  was  respooiible 
to  the  plaiBtiff  for  the  injuries  sustained  by  her  in  consequeoce  of  the  damage  to  her  goode. 

SnnMs,  there  being  a  count  In  which  such  a  daim  wss  mode,  that  it  might  properly 
have  been  left  to  the  Jury  to  ascertain  the  damage  sustained  by  plaintiff  in  oonsequenoe  of  the 
breaking  up  of  her  establishmeot  and  the  loss  of  her  business. 

DesBarres,  J.,  now,  (January  18th,  1875,)  delivered 
judgment,  as  follows : — 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case,  with  a  count  in  trespass, 
in  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  damages  from  the  defendant  for 
the  destruction  of  her  goods  while  prosecuting  her  business  as 
a  milliner,  in  this  city,  in  a  shop  and  premises  demised  to  her 
by  the  defendant,  over  which  several  other  persons  occupied 
rooms  and  apartments,  as  his  tenants.  In  the  third  count  of 
the  writ  and  declaration,  which  is  the  only  count  to  which  the 
evidence  more  particularly  applies,  it  is  alleged  that  while  the 
plaintiff  held  and  occupied  the  shop  demised  to  her  by  the 
defendant,  he  unlawfully  and  negligently  altered,  opened  and 
pulled  down  the  roof,  or  a  portion  of  the  roof  and  covering 
of  the  house  or  building,  of  which  her  store  formed  a  part. 
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through  which  aperture  the  water  and  rain»&c.,  fell,  and  came 
into  her  shop  and  premises,  and  damaged  and  destroyed  her 
goods,  stock  and  furniture,  whereby  she  was  deprived  of  the 
use  and  sale  of  her  goods,  and  was  compelled  to  close  her 
business,  and  was  otherwise  injured,  &c 

The  learned  Judge  before  whom  this  cause  was  tried,  in 
presenting  it  to  the  jury,  instructed  them  that  the  defendant's 
right  to  repair  the  roof  of  the  building  occupied  by  the 
plaintiff  and  his  other  tenants  could  not,  be  disputed,  but  he 
was  nevertheless  of  opinion  that,  as  the  defendant  had  not» 
before  the  opening  of  the  roof,  notified  the  plaintiff  of  his 
intention  to  do  so,  he,  defendant,  had,  by  his  acts,  made 
himself  responsible  for  the  consequence  resulting,  and  in  this, 
I  think,  he  was  quite  right  Under  these  instructions  of  the 
learned  Judge,  which  are  not  complained  of  by  the  defendant^ 
the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $300  damages, 
and  in  order  to  give  the  defendant  an  opportunity  of  having 
the  case  reviewed  by  the  full  Court,  a  rule  was  granted  to  set 
the  verdict  aside,  as  being  against  law  and  evidence,  for 
improper  reception  of  evidence,  and  for  excessive  damages. 

At  the  argument  of  this  rule,  but  two  grounds  of  objection 
were  taken  to  this  verdicu  First,  that  the  action  did  not  lie 
against  the  defendant  under  the  circumstances  proved ;  and, 
secondly,  that  the  damages  were  excessive.  As  respects  the 
first  ground  of  objection,  it  may  be  remarked  that  there  is  no 
principle  of  law  better  understood  by  every  member  of  the 
profession  than  that  he  who  employs  or  directs  a  person  to  do 
an  act  prejudicial  to  another,  though  not  present  when  the 
act  is  done,  is  responsible  for  its  consequences,  and  if  it  were 
not  so,  great  injuries  would  often  be  committed,  for  which  the 
injured  parties  would  have  no  redress.  In  this  case  the 
defendant  employed  persons,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do,  to  repair 
the  roof  of  his  house,  and  in  performing  that  service  a  hole 
was  made  therein,  which  was  not^  filled  up  and  repaired  in 
time  to  prevent  the  rain  falling  into,  and  running  through  the 
building,  by  which  the  plaintiff's  goods  were  injured.  No 
intimation  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  repairs  intended 
to  be  made  to  the  roof  of  the  building  in  which  her  goods 
were  deposited,  and  no  opportunity  was  afforded  her  of 
protecting  her  property  against  the  nnakilfnl  or  negligent 
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performance  of  the  work.  It  was,  therefore,  an  act  done  by 
the  defendant,  at  his  own  risk,  for  which  none  other  than 
himself  ought  to  be  responsible.  The  defendant  might,  if  he 
had  thought  fit,  have  stipulated  with  those  whom  he  employed 
to  do  the  work  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  injure  the  property 
of  the  tenants  and  occupants  of  the  building,  and  if  no  such 
stipulation  was  made,  the  fault  was  his  own,  and  he  cannot 
cast  the  responsibility,  which  properly  belongs  to  himself, 
upon  any  other  person, — so  far,  at  all  events,  as  the  plaintiff 
is  concerned.  The  jury,  by  their  verdict,  have  found  that 
there  was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  permitting 
the  water  to  gpt  into  and  ran  through  the  building  upon  the 
plaintiff's  goods,  and  therefore  the  only  question  that  remains 
is  whether  the  damages  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  were  too 
laige. 

Looking  at  the  evidence,  which  I  have  carefully  read,  I 
think  the  damages  found  by  the  jury  were  not  at  all 
disproportionate  to  the  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  either 
through  the  carelessness  and  negligence  of  the  defendant 
himself,  or  those  whom  he  employed  to  do  his  work.  The 
learned  Judge,  in  his  charge  to  the  jury,  presented  the  case  to 
ihem  more  favorably  for  the  defendant,  in  one  respect,  than 
the  evidence  warranted.  He  told  them  that  the  plaintiff  had 
DO  claim  for  compensation  for  the  breaking  up  of  her 
estaUishment,  and  the  loes  of  her  business.  Now,  I  cannot 
help  thinking  that  this,  under  the  allegation  in  the  third 
count  in  plaintiff's  writ,  might  properly  have  been  submitted 
to  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  and  if  it  had  been,  the 
damages  would  probably  have  been  much  larger  than  they 
are.  Of  this  the  defendant  can  have  no  reason  to  complain, 
whatever  ground  the  plaintiff  may  have. 

Taking  all  the  drcumstances  of  the  case  into  consideration, 
my  own  imj)i>ession  is  that  the  damages  are  not  excessive,  and 
that  the  rule  for  netting  asidb  the  verdict  ought,  therefore,  to 
be  discharged  with  costs. 


SS« 
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PLAiMTim  Iwrinf  appolntod  defendMti  their  agvati  for  tiM  Mie  of  »  tohoI  of  vtlcli  t&«f 
iron  doiiront  of  dtepoflnif,  dofooiUnto  cttntA  tlw  Yontl  for  aalo  »t  pQl>He  mmIIod,  al  whidi 
iho  WAS  knocked  down  to  Paint,  ono  of  tbo  def«nd«ili,  lor  th«  niin  of  £80Q,  wbo^  •  f^  dagv 
afterward,  ro«>1d  her  at  an  ndvaooe  of  £S0O,  which  be  appropriated  to  hie  own  panonal  benefit. 
Prior  to  the  eale  at  aactlon,  deCendaote  reoelved  two  offere  Ibr  the  purchaet  of  the  veaeel,  ooo 
of  an  amount  eqnal  to  that  pakl  by  Faint,  and  anotiier  of  £M  more  than  that  amoonk  Ibt 
prrrioue  offen  were  not  oommtinkated  to  the  plalntlllt«  one  of  whom  wm  pnueeiit  ai  tfw 
auetion  eale  and  made  no  objection  thereto.  A  eettlement  ww  had  wtthptefatUb^  bat  vtthon* 
knowledge  on  thdr  pert,  either  of  the  eele  made  \xy  Faint  or  uf  ttie  prevloi»offen«.  PlaJntUh^ 
three  yeara  after  the  eale  to  PiUnt,  eommenoed  preceedlnga  to  compel  payment  of  the  amooat 
reallMd  by  him  on  the  resile  of  the  Toeml,  with  Intermt. 

Held  {l\  That  Paint,  belngatrMtee  to  eell  the  reeeel,  oouU  not  be  pennitled  \o  \nr 
wtthoat  flret  reoelYing  from  eveiy  one  of  hie  Ceghrii  qfm  tnutt  dear  and  cxfrilelt  anthorltj  to 
dlvwt  himeelf  of  the  tmet  and  beooma  a  porehaaer  of  the  troet  property. 

(S.)  That  thb  wae  a  oaee  In  whidi  the  Oonri  would,  not  reeogniae  a  bar  dKMi  of  tho 
Matatable  period  of  eix  yeare. 

(t.)  That  If  the  phdntib  were  debarred  from  bringinc  their  actiofi,  h  wae  lor  the  defend- 
ants lint  to  plead  It  and  eecond  to  eetaUIeh  it  affirmatlrely  by  facte  proYed. 

5em5ff ,  lliat  the  enppiemlon  by  Pidnt  of  the  fOet  of  the  reception  of  the  pteniooa  effere 
WM  of  IteeV  tnflleient  t*deeida  the  earn  for  the  plalntiffli. 

WiLKlNS,  J.,  now,  (January  18th,  187S,)  delivBred  judgment, 
aa  follows  ;— 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  neither  many  nor  complicated. 
Having  twice  presided  at  the  trial  of  issues  prepared  in  itf 
they  are  perfectly  familiar  to  me.  I  shall  analyse  and  state 
all  those  that  are  material  with  perfect  accuracy.  The 
plaintiffs  were  desirous  to  sell  their  vessel.  PaivU  and  his 
co-defendants  accepted  an  agency  and  a  trust  for  the  sale  of 
her.  The  plaintiffs,  owners  of  the  vessel — the  o^ma  que 
trust — all  resided  in  the  country;  Paint  and  the  other 
defendants  in  this  city.  A  day  was  fixed  for  a  sale  at  auction, 
at  ^oZi/cuc,  un^er  conduct  of  the  defendants.  Lodchart,  one 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  ship's  husband,  was  present,  at  the 
sale.  So  far  from  there  being  any  proof  of  his  having  been 
charged  with  any  instructions  from  the  co-pluntiffsi  he  said : 
"  I  went  to  Halifax,  having  heard  of  the  intend«^  sale,  on  the 
postponed  day,  from  Woolavevr-^  co-owner.  1  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  sale.  1  did  not  consent,  nor  was  I  asked  4o 
consent  to  it  I  had  no  authority  to  consent"  By  these 
expressions  he  plainly  meant  to  rrfer  to  the  sale  to  Paint 
Absolutely,  the  only  authority  that  he  derived  fix>m  the  other 
owners,  in  relation  to  the  sale,  Lockhart  expressed  in  these 
words :  "*  The  other  owners  told  me  X  had  better  go  down,  and 
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see  about  the  sale."  That  he  was  clothed  with  an  aathority 
from  the  other  owners  to  authorize  Paint  to  divest  himself  of 
the  accepted  trust,  by  buying  at  the  sale  the  subject  of  the 
trusty  and  selling  it  a  day  or  two  after  at  an  advance,  and 
putting  the  profits  in  his  own  pockets,  is  a  pure  assumption, 
without  even  the  faintest  support  in  the  proved  facts.  How 
indispensable  for  that  end  a  dearly-defined  authority  is,  we 
shall  presently  see. 

On  this  pointy  hear  his  absolutely  uncontradicted  testimony, 
bearing  in  mind  that  there  were  many  other  owners  of  the 
vessel,  none  of  whom  are  pretended  to  have  given  authority 
to  LockkaH  to  authoriee  their  common  trustee  to  buy.  and  two 
of  whom,  Sfujmd  and  Woolaver,  were  examined  at  the  trial :; 
while  from  neither  of  them  was  it  elicited  that  he,  either  by 
previous  authority  or  subsequent  ratification,  sanctioned  such 
an  act  on  the  part  of  their  fiduciary.  These  are  the  words  of 
XodbfcoH-;:  "  It  never  was  discussed  before  me  and  the  other 
owners  whether  PairU  should  be  allowed  to  bid  at  the  sale. 
I  never,  after  the  sale,  discoursed  with  them  on  the  subject." 
This  was  neither  contradicted  by  him  nor  by  other  witness  or 
other  testimony.  It  stands  on  the  minutes  an  uncontradicted 
fact.  Paird,  then,  although  Lockha/rt  stood  by  hiH  side  at  the 
auction,  and  heard  him  bid  and  buy,  and  was  silent,  was,  as 
regards  every  one  of  the  many  absent  non-consenting  cestuU 
que  trusty  a  mere  gratuitous  purchaser,  violating  deliberately 
an  acknowledged  rule  of  equity,  which  should  have  bound  his 
conscience  and  governed  his  conduct.  If  he  is  not  to  be  so 
governed,  the  rule  has  lost  its  power,  and  no  cestui  que  truet 
is  safe  from  the  secret  fraud  of  his  trustee  for  sale.  Whenever 
«ny  authority  shall  be  shewn  that  a  trustee,  having  accepted 
a  trust,  can  be  relieved  from  his  responsibility  by  mere 
implication  from  the  conduct  of  those  whom  he  represents 
subsequently  to  a  prima  facie  violation  of  his  trust  duty. 
Whenever  an  authority  can  be  produced  to  the  effect  that, 
«fter  a  trustee  has  bought  under  the  circumstances  which 
marked  this  case,  he  can  effectually  say  in  a  Court  of  Equity : 
"  One  of  many  of  ray  principals  was  present,  and  said  nothing 
when  I  bought,  and  he  and  the  then  absent  other  principals 
afterwards  divided  among  them  the  purchase  money  paid  by 
me,  and  Ibj  by*  (in  perfect  ignoranoe,  it  may  be,  of  the 
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protecting  rule  of  equity,)  for  three  years,  and  therefore  I  am 
not  bound  by  the  rule  in  question."  Whenever  this  shall  be 
judicialh*  recognized,  then,  but  not  till  then,  can  I  feel  it  my 
judicial  duty  gravely  to  discuss  that  ques|ion.  Whenever  a 
decision  shall  be  shewn  sanctioning  the  proposition  that  it  is  in 
the  eye  of  equity  competent  for  a  trustee  for  sale,  at  the  very 
hour  of  sale,  without  any  previous  notice  given  to  his  cestm 
que  trust  of  such  his  intention,  without  the  express  authority 
of  all  the  cestui^  que  trugt^  (if  there  are  more  than  one,)  then 
and  there  given  to  him,  to  throw  up  his  hand  and  say :  **  I 
am  no  longer  a  trustee ;  1  act  and  bid  for  myself.**  When 
that  is  presented,  I  shall  yield  to  its  obtigaticm  my  present 
opinion,  that  no  trustee  should  be  permitted  so  to  act  by  a 
Court  charged  with  the  duty  of  protecting  eeatuia  que  truet 
from  possible  fraud  on  the  part  of  their  trustees.  That  the 
very  opposite  of  this  is  settled  law  I  shall  not  fail  to  shew* 
That  Paint  did  divest  himself  of  his  fiduciary  relation  at 
the  sale,  and  not  before,  and,  therefore,  without  eyen  a  previous 
intimation  to  the  many  absent  eeetuis  que  truet  of  his  intention 
to  do  so,  is  indisputable,  and  avowed  by  himself.  In  relation 
to  this,  there  happens  to  be  before  me»  in  a  treatise  ot 
authority,  a  passage  which  I  will  read.  Lewin,  at  page  838, 
on  the  subject  of  purchases  by  trustees,  embracing  in  principle 
the  subject  of  our  inquiry,  says:  ''Before  any  dealing  with 
the  cestui  que  trust,  the  relation  between  the  trustee  and  the 
oeetui  qui  trust  must  be  actually  or  virtually  dissolved.  The 
trustee  may,  if  he  pleases,  retire  from  the  oflBce,  and  qpalify 
himself  for  becoming  a'  purchaser  by  divesting  himself  of  that 
character ;  or,  if  he  retains  the  situation,  the  parties  must  be 
put  so  much  at  arm's  length  that  they  agree  to  stand  in  the 
adverse  situations  of  vendor  and  purchaser,  the  cestui  fue 
trust  distinctly  and  fully  understanding  that  he  is  selling  to 
the  trustee,  and  consenting  to  waive  all  objections  on  that 
ground,  and  the  trustee  fairly  and  honestly  disclosing  all  the 
necessary  particulars  of  the  (Mtate,  and  not  attempting  a 
positive  advantage  to  himself  by  means  of  any  private  infor- 
mation. The  trustee  will  not  be  allowed  to  go  on  acquainting 
himself  with  the  nature  of  the  property  up  to  the  moment  of 
sale,  and  then,  casting  aside  his  character  of  trustee,  turn  hie 
experience  to  hia  own  acooont"    The  passage  thoa  died 
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immediately  follows  these  words,  (p.  835,) :  **  A  trustee  for 
sale  is  absolately  and  entirely  disabled  from  purchasing  the 
trust  property,  whether  it  be  real  estate  or  chattel  personal." 
Again,  the  eame  learned  author  says,  (p.  836,) :  "  The  rule  is 
now  universal  that,  however  fair  the  transaction,  the  ee«tui 
qw  trust  is  at  liberty  to  set  aside  the  sale  and  take  back  the 
property.  If  a  trustee  were  permitted  to  buy  in  an  honest 
case,  he  might  buy  in  a*  case  having  that  appearance,  but 
which,  from  the  infirmity  of  human  testimony,  might  be 
grossly  otherwise."  If,  under  those  circumstances,  the  ceriui 
que  trust  can  take  back  the  property,  he  can,  of  course,  prevent 
the  trustee  from  buying  the  property  to  his  own  advantage. 
Now,  if  there  be  such  a  thing  as  consequential  reasoning,  it 
necessarily  follows  as  a  corollary,  from  what  I  have  extracted 
from  Lewin,  applying  the  undisputed  facts  of  this  case,  that 
this  trustee  was  not  permitted  to  buy  this  vessel,  which  he 
had  aooej^ted  «  trust  to  sell,  withotft,  before  he  bought^ 
receiving  from  every  one  of  those  whose  trustee  he  consented 
to  be  a  dear  and  explicit  authority  to  divest  himself  of  the 
trust,  and  become  a  purchaser  of  the  truot  property.  That  is 
equity,  as  I  understand  it,  in  relatioB  to  the  rule  and  ihe  facts 
in  question. 

This  i^eeognifled  exception  to  the  universal  rule  speake  of 
an  authority  given  by  the  cestud  que  iruet  before  the  trustee 
buys.  The  act  of  buying  by  a  trustee,  without  previous 
authority^  is,  nevertheless,  capable  of  being  sanctioned  and 
validated  after  the  act,  if  the  ratificatien  be  •explicit,  with  f  uU 
knowledge  of  all  facts,  and  of  ihe  rule  of  equity,  and  not  a 
mere  ratification  4o  be  implied  from  a  receipt  from  ihe  trustee 
of  the  consideration*  money  of  his  illegal  purchase,  and  a 
dealing  with  it  On  this  point  LeuMe  Trtatiee,  (p.  845^) 
expresses  the  language  of  equity  and  reason,  thus:  "  Of  course 
the  cestui  que  Uruet  may  ratify  the  sale  to  the  trustee  by  an 
express  and  actual  -confirmation.^ 

Hear  the  further  words  of  that  able  writer,  which  should, 
I  apprehend,  be  deemed  sufficient  to  settle  the  question  before 
us.  He  says,  (p.  346,) :  '**  The  ^confirmation  must  be  a  solemn 
and  delilierate  act,  not,  for  instance,  fished  out  from  loose 
expressions  in  a  letter ;  and  particularly  where  the  original 
transaction  was  infected  with  fraud,  the  confirmation  of  it  is 
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80  inconsistent  with  jastice,  and  so  likely  to  be  accompanied 
with  imposition,  that  the  Court  will  meet  it  with  the  utmost 
strictness,  and  not  allow  it  to  stand  but  on  the  very  clearest 
evidence."  Yet,  further,  to.  the  very  point,  (345,) :  "  There 
must  be  no  stippreaaio  Viri,  but  the  cts^m  que  trwi  must  be 
honestly  made  acquainted  with  al)  the  material  circumstances 
of  the  case."  On  this  point,  that  there  must  be  no  suppressio 
veH,  if  we  turn  to  the  evidence,  we  find  that  such  existed  in 
the  casie,  and  was  so  found,  on  undisputed  evidence,  by  the 
jury.  Paint  admitted  that  fourteen  days  before  the  sale  he 
bad  an  offer,  from  MynocK  of  £850,  being  £50  more  than 
he  bought  for,  and  it  was  proved  and  found  by  the  jury 
that  several  days  before  the  sale  DriUio  had  offered  that 
amount  which  Paint  gave.  Neither  of  those  offers  was 
communicated  to  the  plainti£b.  The  jury  expressly  found  the 
fact.  Has  the  effect  of  this  been  considered  t  If  the  rule  be 
as  stated  by  Ltunn,  the  faet  should  decide  the  case  for  the 
plaintifis.  In  this  connection  it  is  most  important  to  bear  in 
mind  that,  although  Siand  and  Woolavir,  two  of  the  owners, 
were  in  the  witness  box,  and  could  have  proved  when, 
relatively  to  Paint's  sale  to  MarteU,  they  acquired,  (it  they 
did  acquire  it,)  knowledge  of  that  sale,  neither  of  them  was 
interrogated  on  that  point,  and  Pmnt  failed  altogether  toehew 
that  when  th^  settlement,  (relied  on  as  acquiescence,)  took 
place,  the  plaintiffs  had  any  knowledge  of  the  fact  oT  Pmnfs 
sale  to  Mariell.  Knowledge  of  it  at  any  time  is  not  brought 
home  to  any  one  of  the  plaintiffs  except  Lodchart,  who  says  r 
^  Some  time  after  the  sale  I  first  heard  of  MartdC^  purchase." 
That  is  the  sole  evidence  on  the  point.  Thus,  then,  are  we 
bound  to  consider  the  settlement  was  made  without  knowledge 
had  by  any  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  except  Loekhari^  of  the 
all-important  fact  that  PainA^  a  few  days  after  his  purchase, 
made  it  available  ti>  his  own  personal  benefit,  by  pocketing 
£300  of  profit,  and  that  within  the  short  period  of  three 
weeks  after  he  had,  and  while  suppressing  the  facta  from  his 
eeB^mi  que  iruAt,  declined  an  offer  made  to  him  oi  a  laiger 
sum  than  he  bought  for  at  the  auction. 
,  The  jury  were  asked,  under  the  issue  settled  by  tbe 
counsel, "  Did  the  other  owners  authorise  Letri  Loekhavt  to 
acquiesce  in  the  sale  at  auction  V*    The  answer  i%  **  They  did 
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not**  Now,  in  view  of  this  point,  find  the  comment  from  the 
evidence  which  I  have  already  made  upon  it,  I  shortly  advert 
to  LeiwMs  last  rule,  governing  the  exception  to  the  general 
rale,  bearing  in  mind  that  every  one  of  these  numerous 
plaintiffs  had  a  distinet  and  several  interest  in  the  vessel. 
Lewin  states  it  thus,  (846,) :  ''  Where  the  cestuia  que  trust  are 
a  class  of  persons,  as,  for  instance,  creditors,  the  sanction  of 
the  major  part  will  not  be  obligatory  on  the  rest ;  but  the 
eonfirmatiop  must  be  the  joint  act  of  the  whole  body.  Ex 
parte  Laey^  6  Ves^  625-30,  and  note  b."  Surely  the  effect  of 
this  cannot  have  been  considered.  When  it  is  assumed  that 
the  plaintiffs,  all  of  them  are  debarred  from  this,  their 
equitable  daim,  on  the  ground  of  delay,  or  laches,  or  acquies- 
cence, or  whatever  it  may  be  called,  because  three  years  at  the 
utmost  had  elapsed  between  the  sale  and  the  institution  of  the 
suit,  it  becomes  necessary  to  bear  in  mind  that  we  are  dealing 
with  an  important  and  stringent  rule  of  equity  law,  on  the 
observaooe  ef  which  it  d€q)ecds  whether  Paint  has  or  has  not 
legally  pot  off  that  office  of  trust  which  he,  by  contract, 
accepted,  for  and  in  relation  to  one  and  all  of  these  plaintiffs. 
If  these  last  are,  from,  lapse  of  time,  debarred  from  the  Court 
of  Equity,  it  was  for  Paint  first  to  plead  that,  and,  secondly, 
to  establish  it  affirmatively  by  facts  proved.  It  was  for  him 
to  shew,  not  by  vague  inferences  from  the  conduct  of  his 
^9tui9  que  trust,  or  from  any  proved  fact,  that  these  last,  and 
aU  of  them  probably,  had  at  a  particular  time  knowledge  of 
facts  warranttng  an  inference  of  acquiescence,  but  to  shew 
the  knowledge,  at  that  particular  time,  as  a  proved  fact 
And  in  doing  so  be  would  not  have  had  any  difficulty  to 
encounter.  It  was  in  his  power  to  have  placed  every  one  of 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  witness  boK,  and  interrogated  him  on  the 
point  It  is  unnecesBary  for  me  to  consider  whether  this  is 
within  the  view  ci  equity  a  direct  trust,  in  which  caRe  there 
is  no  bar  from  lapse  of  time,  or  a  ca.se  of  indirect  or  constructive 
trust,  to  which  case  a  bar  is  admitted  to  exist  It  is  enough 
to  say  that  on  the  clearest  principles  this  is  a  case  in  which 
a  Court  of  Equity  will  not  recognize  a  bar  of  a  period  short 
of  the  statutable  limit  of  six  yeai^  applied  to  an  analagous 
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The  plaintiflb  here  invoked  the  aid  of  eqaiiy  to  oompd 
Paint  to  disgorge  £300  and  interest  of  monejr  belonging  to 
the  plaintiffs,  that  he  withheld  from  them  eontrary  to  good 
faith.  If  an  action  for  money  bad  and  received  had  been 
brought  in  the  Court  of  Common  Law,  (and  no  tmateeBhip  were 
interposed,)  the  prosecution  of  the  claim  woald  have  been 
within  a  statute  which  equity  recognizes  no  less  than  law. 
These  are  the  words  of  Lord  Man^fiM^  in  Eldridge  v.  Knotty 
Cowp.,  214 :  **  There  is  no  instance  of  petting  up  any  length 
of  time,  within  the  limit  fixed  by  the  statute,  as  a  bar  to  the 
demand/'  This  language  has  been  used  in  equity  on  the  very 
subject  of  enquiry :  **  A  sale  cannot  in  general  be  set  aside 
after  a  lapse  of  20  years."  Price  v.  Bym.  cited ;  Campbell  v. 
W€dker,  6  Yes.,  681.  "  The  application  must  be  made  within 
a  reasonable  time.'*  Here,  however,  as  already  noticed,  we 
have  not  in  proof  the  means  of  ascertaining  what  time  these 
claimants  suffered  to  elapse  before  they  applied  for  reHef, 
although  we  know  it  was  within  the  limit  of  three  years. 

It  may  as  well,  also,  be  noticed  what  the  rule  is  respecting 
taking  advantage  of  laches  in  prosecution  of  such  a  daim  as 
Ibis.  The  rule  is  thus  stated,  (Lewin^  p.  566,) :  ^  The  defendant 
may  avail  himself  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  when  the  bar 
to  the  claim  appears  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  by  demurrer ; 
when  it  does  not  appear  on  the  bill,  by  plea ;  or  the  defendant 
may  pray,  on  his  answer,  to  have  the  same  benefit  at  the 
hearing  as  if  he  had  pleaded  the  statute ;  but  if  he  neither 
demur  nor  plead,  nor  pray  to  have  the  same  benefit  as  if  he 
had  pleaded,  he  cannot  shelter  himself  under  the  statute  at 
the  time  of  the  hearing  ;  though  it  seems  the  Court  itself  may 
still,  in  its  discretion,  refuse  to  grant  relief  after  the  limited 
period."  Hera  there  is  neither  a  bar  apparent  on  the  writ, 
nor  pica  in  bar,  nor  the  prayer  referred  to.  How,  then,  even 
if  facts  and  law  would  admit  of  it,  can  relief  be  refused  here, 
where  one-half  only  of  the  lowest  statutable  limit  of  time  for 
a  bar  elapsed  before  complaint  matks  the  case  7 

In  view  of  all  this,  I  confess  mjrself  utterly  unable  to 
conceive  of  any  ground  on  which  the  plaintiffs  can  be  refused 
the  equitable  relief  sought  by  their  writ  The  net  amount  of 
profits  made  by  Paini,  by  sale  of  the  vessel,  a  pure  matter  oi 
computation  and  adjustment,  if  needed,  being  ascertMned,  the 
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plaintiffs  are,  in  my  opinion,  entitled  thereto,  with  lawful 
interest  from  the  time  of  the  sale  by  Pavnt  to  Mart/M,  and 
to  have  a  decree  accordingly,  with  costs ;  this  appeal  being 
dismissed  with  costs. 


LORDLY  BT  AL.   u    McRAE  et  au 

A  BULB  for  %  new  trial  will  be  ntand  where  tlM  Oourt  oen  ace  etoerljr  tlMl  nel  end  iiib> 
ilftBtkl  Juelfce  hae  been  done. 

A  wrong  ebiwraUon  by  %  Jodie  on  n  meHer  e(  ImI  wbioh  to  left  ee  n  matter  of  ftket  for 
the  JU17  to  BO  gromd  lor  a  new  titoL 

Young,  C.  J.,  now,  (January  18th,  1875,)  delivered  judg- 
ment^ as  follows : — 

This  action  is  brought  by  the  payees  of  two  promissory 
notes,  alleged  to  have  been  signed  by  A  lexamder  McRae,  of 
whose  estate  the  defendants  are  administrators,  and  by  his 
son,  Norman ;  and  the  sole  defence  is  that  they  are  not  the 
notes  of  the  intestate. 

The  son  owed  the  plaintifls,  who  had  a  judgment  against 
him,  and  employed  Alexcmder  Cameron,  of  Badileck,  to  recover 
or  secure  their  debt.  He  represented  to  them  that  he  had  so 
done  by  taking  the  son's  note  for  2s.  6d.  in  the  pound, 
and  the  father's  and  the  son's  two  notes,  (being  the  notes  in 
this  suit,)  for  10s.  in  the  pound ;  upon  forwarding  which, 
shortly  after  their  date,  the  plaintiffs  sent  to  Cameron  a 
satisfaction  piece  for  their  judgment,  which  he  delivered  to 
the  father.  Cameron  is  a  subscribing  witness  to  the  notes, 
and  if  they  are  not  genuine,  it  follows  that  he  grossly  deceived 
the  plaintiffs,  besides  committing*)^  fraud  on  McRae.  Having 
been  examined  under  oath  before  two  Judges  and  two  juries, 
and  on  each  occasion  sworn  that  the  notes  were  signed  or 
acknowledged  by  Alexander  McRae,  in  his  presence,  (though 
his  evidence  differs  and  he  was  contradicted  in  some  minute 
particulars,)  yet,  as  he  testified  on  each  of  the  two  trials  in 
this  matter  to  the  material  facts,  and  as  they  are  all  of  recent 
occurrence,  it  seems  an  irresistible  conclusion  that,  if  the  notes 
are  not  genuine,  he  has  deliberately  sworn  to  what  he  knows 
to  be  false.  Under  these  extraordinary  circumstances,  I  concur 
with  the  judge  who  charged  the  jury  in  thinking  that  the  testi- 
mony to  defeat  the  notes  should  be  convincing,  clear,  and  satis- 
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factory.  I  shall  touch  only  the  leading  features  of  the  evidence 
on  the  trial,  as  it  is  obvious,  from  what  I  have  already  said,  that 
this  was  eminently  a  case  for  the  jury.  CafMron  sets  out  with 
stating,  in  answer  to  the  first  question  that  was  put  to  hinip 
that  he  resides  at  Baddeck,  and  among  other  offices  held  by 
him  is  Collector  of  Customs  and  Registrar  of  Probate.  He 
then  proceeds  to  say,  "  that  he  saw  Alexander  McRae  sign 
the  two  notes  in  my  presence  and  NarTnan'e,  and  that  he  has 
not  the  slightest  interest  in  the  suit"  He  next  details  a 
conversation  with  the  old  man,  who  refused  to  become  respon- 
sible for  more  than  $2  in  the  pound  of  his  son's  debt.  He 
wanted  Cameron  to  say  to  the  plaintiffs  that  he  would  have  to 
pay.  the  most  of  it,  and  he  hoped  they  would  not  be  hard 
about  the  interest  He  stipulated  for  a  discharge  of  the 
judgment  before  Cameron  should  part  with  the  notes. 
Cameron  sent  for  and  obtained  the  discharge,  which  he  gave 
to  the  old  man  in  presence  ol  Norman.  The  old  man  signed 
the  notes  in  Norman's  house  at  the  same  time  with  Norman, 
and  understood  the  transaction  thoroughly.  This  is  the 
substance  of  Cameron's  direct  examination. 

The  cross-examinations  turned  chiefly  upon  some  variations 
between  his  present  and  his  former  testimony.  He  swore  on 
the  preceding  trial  that  the  old  man  either  signed  the  notes 
in  his  presence,  or  acknowledged  he  had  signed  them,  when 
be,  (Cameron^)  witnessed  them.  He  states  the  reason  that  ha 
was  under  that  impression  and  had  hunted  up  the  corr^ 
pondenceib  bj  means  of  which  he  was  now  sure  as  to  tlie 
signing.  He  produced  the  copy  of  a  letter  dated  8ih  of  ifay» 
1868,  which  helped  him  to  remember  thai  he  was  present  and 
saw  AleaKLnder  sign.  The  Judge's  minutes  then  say  :  "  He  is 
asked  by  defendant's  counsel,  and  reads  the  letter." 

I  note  this  entry,  which  is  binding  upon  us,  as  this  letter, 
which,  as  it  appears  from  the  charge,  was  read  by  defenda.nt's 
counsel  to  the  jury,  is  of  great  consequence,  and  but  for  these 
drcumstances  could  not  have  been  evidence  in  the  cause. 
Cam£Ton  further  said  :  ''  I  think  on  the  last  trial  I  said  the 
note  was  signed  by  the  old  man,  in  my  office.  I  don't  say 
so  now."  Mr.  Brodie,  one  of  the  defendants,  testified,  "  that 
Cameron  said  on  the  former  trial  that  the  two  notes  were 
written  by  him,  and  signed  by  AlexaTider  McBa^  in  hi& 
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office,  with  the  same  pen  and  ink  be  wrote  the  notes  with. 
He  swore  he  did  not  observe  the  difference  of  ink  before/* 
I  notice  these  variations,  or  considerations,  because  they  were 
so  largely  insisted  on  at  the  ai^ument.  Before  the  jury  they 
wei*e  fair  matters  of  comment,  but  the  jury  having  passed 
upon  them,  and  the  sole  constitutional  and  legal  judges  of  the 
fact  having  thus  settled  the  main  question,  we  cannot  set  aside 
their  verdict  upon  any  opinion  of  our  own,  were  it  even 
hostile  to  the  plaintiff's  case. 

Besides  these  attacks  upon  Cameron*a  testimony,  there 
were  produced,  among  other  witnesses,  three  of  the  manageiB 
of  OUT  principal  banks,  who  compared  Aleocander'a  signatures 
to  the  two  notes  with  other  proved  or  admitted  signatures  of 
his,  and  gave  their  opinion  as  experts,  and  the  effect  and 
nature  of  such  testimony  was  discussed  at  the' argument,  and 
a  few  cases  cited.  The  doctrine  upon  this  branch  of  the  law 
is  to.be  found  in  1  Oreenleaf  an  Evidence,  12th  edition, 
section  440,  a.  and  b. ;  and  in  S  Tayhr  on  Evidence,  fol.  941 
to  945.  Thp  numerous  cases  in  the  English  and  American 
Courts  reveal  much  difference '  of  opinion,  and  many  nice 
distinctions ;  but  all  these  were  set  at  rest,  and  a  plain  and 
intelligible  rule  enacted  in  England,  by  the  27th  section  of  the 
Convmon  Law  Proced/ure  Act,  1854,  which  we  have  copied 
verbatim  in  our  Revieed  Statutes,  chapter  96,  section  39.  The 
course  pursued  at  the  trial  was,  in  the  main,  conformed  to 
this  section.  The  two  notes,  being  the  disputed  writings, 
were  compared  with  other  writings  or  signatures  of  AlexaTider, 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Judge  to  be  genuine,  whidi 
comparison  was  permitted  to  be  made  by  witneases,  and  such 
writings,  and  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  respecting  the 
same,  were  submitted  to  the  Court  and  jury,  as  evidence  of 
the  genuineness  or  otherwise  of  the  notes. 

It  would  be  strange,  indeed,  in  a  matter  so  familiar  to  us 
all,  and  would  argue  a  wonderful  amount  of  stupidity,  or 
indifference  in  the  jury,  if  they  did  not  themselves  examine 
and  compare  all  these  writings,  while  in  the  box,  which  it  was 
their  privilege,  and  the  duty  of  the  Judge  to  instruct  them,  to 
do.  The  opinion  of  the  experts,  and  of  others  besides  them, 
differed  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  notes,  but  the  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs  has  settled  all  that»  and  entitles  them  to  our 
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jadgment,  unless  evidence  has  been  improperiy  received  or 
rejected,  or  there  was  misdirection  in  the  charge. 

I  shall  notice  only  such  objections  to  the  evidence  as 
could  admit  of  any  question.  The  declarations  of  Alexander 
McRae,  as  to  the  signing  of  the  notes,  were  clearly  inadmissible. 
Those  of  Cameron  were  not,  and  he  might  have  been  inter- 
rogated as  to  any  he  ever  made  for  the  purpose  of  contradiction. 
The  docket  of  the  judgment  against  Norman  MeRae  and  the 
satisfaction  piece  were  admissible  as  part  of  the  ree  geeta. 
The  signatures  of  the  defendants'  counsel  were  inadmissible. 
So  also  were  those  of  Judge  WUhvne^  and  I  can't  understand, 
if  objected  to,  how  they  got  in;  but  at  all  events,  under 
section  211  of  our  Pradtice  Aet^  their  reception  does  not 
necessitate  a  new  trial. 

Now,  as  to^nisdirection,  which,  in  rules  under  the  statute, 
has  become  a  sort  of  stereotyped  objection  in  this  Court,  I 
took  occasion,  in  the  case  of  Pelere  v.  Silver,  in  1867,  to  review 
the  leading  authorities  in  England  and  in  our  own  Court, 
including  4  L.  T.  J2.,  471  ;'l  MeLdUm  A  Towng,  286;  and 
5  Scott's  Reports,  228,  which  are  not  in  Ardkbold,  in  Jameie 
Reports,  S37,  and  2  Thomeon,  18,  shewing  that  a  new  trial  is 
rarely,  if  ever,  granted  for  misdirection  in  point  of  fact,  and 
that  a  large  discretion  is  entrusted  to  ihe  Judge.  In  Peiers 
v.  Silver,  where  the  facts  were  put  strongly  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  charge  was  warmly  expi^essed,  as  in  this  case,  we 
upheld  the  verdict, because  the  presumptions  were  all  presump- 
tions of  fact,  and  involved  no  legal  principle  that  could  be 
disputed.  So  in  this  case,  where  there  is  no  law  that  is  not 
of  familiar  use,  the  Judge  left  the  evidence  of  the  experts  and 
the  whole  case  to  the  jury,  accompanied,  it  is  true,  with 
observations  in  a  bolder  and  more  decided  tone  than  is  often 
heard  from  the  Bench,  but  which  the  circumstances,  in  his 
opinion,  the  charges  against  Camion,  justified  and  required* 
In  Belcher  v.  Prittie,  4  Moo.  &  Scott,  295, 10  Bing.,  408,  it  was 
held  that  it  is  no  ground  for  a  new  trial  for  misdirection  that 
the  Judge  expresses  a  strong  opinion  upon  the  facts  either 
way,  the  whole  being  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  jury,  where 
the  question  is  one  peculiarly  for  their  consideration.  So  in 
Davidson  v.  Stanley,  2  H.  &  G.,  728,  per  Boaanquet  and 
CoHmanj  J.  J. : "  A  Judge  has  a  right  to  state  what  impression 
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the  evidence  has  produced  on  his  mind.  The  learned  Judge 
seems  to  have  made  strong  observations,  but  not  stronger  than 
he  was  justified  in  making." 

A  wrong  observation  by  a  Judge,  on  a  matter  of  fact, 
which  is  left  as  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  is  no  ground 
for  a  new  trial  Taylor  v.  Askton,  11  M.  &  W.,  401. 
IHmdal,  C.  J.,  goes  further  in  Moore  v.  TuckweU,  1  C.  B.,  609. 
and  says :  "  It  is  not  the^  practice,  as  stated  at  the  bar.  that 
in  all  cases  where  there  has  been  a  misdirection,  a  new  tri^l 
must  be  granted  de  jure,  because  a  bill  of  exceptions  might 
have  been  tendered,  (a  reason  not  applicable  here,  but  the 
conclusion  is,)  for  where  the  Court  can  see  clearly  that  real 
and  substantial  justice  has  been  done  without  a  new  trial,  the 
rule  has  been  refused ;''  for  which  he  cites  several  cases. 

On  these  grounds  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  niii 
must  be  discharged. 
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lvana0liQBtoneovw»dtM,M«idinliiradiM9d»e«tlfleatoof  hifdltolMtfg^M  %  btnk* 

HM,  TWIIiMiiMtoMipttoiittottiaplftlDtiffintliiiacttoDiodMw  bnrdutty  In  ite 
yrotmiMnni  !■  tiM  lotolTtiit  Conit,  or  to  attMk  Um  diMliwgo  oa  Um  ffraoad  UmI  delMdMil 
Bol  A  tmdor,  uA  thoriloro  not » ItglUiiialo  lobjook  of  Um  Jurlidfefeion  OKOiolaed. 


WiLKiNS.  J.,  now.  (January  18th.  1876.)  delivered  judg- 
ment»  as  follows : — 

The  question  that  is  depending  in  this  case  substantially 
is  whether,  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  an  alleged  debt, 
'in  answer  to  which  defendant  produced  a  certificate  of  his 
discharge  as  a  bankrupt,  it  was  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to 
shew  in  this  Court  irregularity  in  the  proceedings  of  the 
Insolvent  Court  below,  and  especially  that  those  proceedings 
were  void,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  trader, 
and  therefore  not  a  legitimate  subject  of  the  jurisdiction 
exercised.  The  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause  strongly 
inclined  to  the  negative  view,  and  I  entertain  no  doubt  that 
he  was  right.  This  Court  has  in  this  very  Term  affirmed,  in 
ananalagous  case,  the  principle  of  the  learned  Judge's  opinion. 
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It  decidecl)  in  Kerr  et  oLy^  McLdlan^  that  where  lettere  tA 
administration,  granted  in  the  case  of  an  intestate,  by  a  Court 
of  Probate,  were  not  objected  to  in  that  Court  on  the  ground 
that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction^  the  letters,  (exi^pt  in  the 
extremely  exceptional  case  of  the  proved  life  of  the  aesumed 
deceased,)  could  not  be  impugned  in  the  Court  above  otherwise 
than  by  means  of  an  appeal  under  the  statute  from  the  decree 
•i  the  Jadge  who  granted  the  administration*  This  Court,  in 
that  case,  was  influenced  by  the  consideration  of  the  great 
inconveniences  and  injuries  which  might  result  to  penons  not 
before  the  Court  from  a  different  decision*  and  it  is  quite 
obvious  that  a  like  consideration  presses  upon  us  with  no  less 
force  here. 

Not  an  objection  was  urged  at  the  trial  in  this  Court 
which  could  not  have  been  taken  and  ac^jadicated  on  before 
the  Judge  of  the  Insolvent  Court  Even  the  point  that  the 
whole  mhttQr  fsuJb  judiee  was  coram  nonjudioBj  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  was  not  a  trader,  could  have  been  taken* 
Spooner  est  al.  v.  Juddaw,  6  H.  P.  C.  C,  257,  is  decisive  to 
shew  that  where,  (irrespective  even  of  the  form  of  the  pleading,) 
it  appears  to  a  Judge  from  proved  facte  that  the  matter  in 
which  he  is  called  on  to  adjudicate  is  not  within  his  jurisdiction, 
he  not  only  may,  but  must  so  decide,  and  decide  by  giving 
judgment  against  the  party  who  instituted  the  proceedings 
before  him.  The  point  of  total  defect  of  jurisdiction  in  the 
Insolvent  Court  was  taken  in  this  Court  only  incidentally, 
and  not  directly,  as  it  might  have  been  if  the  whole  proceedings 
taken  below  were  brought  up  formally  and  regularly  before 
us,  for  the  purpose  of  judicial  review.  In  this  state  of  things 
we  are  bound  to  assume,  as  there  has  been  no  appeal,  that 
that  final  and  conclusive  judgment  of  dischai^ge  of  the  insolvent 
which  section  104  of  the  Irisolvent  Act  speaks  of  and  recognises 
has  been  given  by  the  Judge  below.  The  judgment,  therefore> 
pre-supposes  and  involves  the  element  of  a  satisfactory 
ascertainment  by  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Insolvent  Court 
that  this  defendant  was  a  trader  within  the  meaning  of  the 
InsolvefU  Act 

From  these  oonsiderationa  it  fdlows,  I  think,  that  judgment 
must  be  entered  for  the  defendant 
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Fumtrp  In  •Jtfetmmit  dalnied  ttiid«r  an  ail«irMl  last  w(ll,  %  drift  of  which  WM  pal  ta 

««id««ioc    Aitumlng  Um  will  to  biiTe  be«n  properly  cxecattd,  whleh  did  not  dwily  appttri 

there  wee  no  evidenoe  that  It  waa  ever  eeen  or  certainly  known  to  he  In  eadftenoa  fhm  th* 

tSme  at  which  It  wae  made,  down  to  the  trial.    A  verdlot  having  been  found  for  defendant,  ft 

role  taken  to  aet  it  aalde  waa  diacharged  with  cneta. 


McCULLT,  %r.,  now,  (January  18th,  1875,)  delivered  jndg* 
ment,  as  follows : — 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  tried  before  Mr.  Jus  ties- 
WiOcinSyBt  Amherst t  at  the  October  Sittings,  1873,  when  a 
verdict  passed  for  defendant.    Plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  fusi» 
under  the  statute,  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  and  for  a  new  trial, 
on  a  number  of  grounds  specially  set  out  in  the  rule. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  under  an  alleged  lost  will,  a  draft  of 
which  was  put  in  evidence.  The  date  of  the  draft  is  IStb 
August,  1865,  and  the  party  under,  whom  plaintiff  claimed  aa 
testator,  Charlotte  MicHe,  died  in  December,  1869..  One  Cyrm 
Bent  prepared  the  draft  and  wrote  the  will.  2).  Creed,  a 
witness,  says :  **  I  was  called  in  to  attest  her,  (Mrs.  MJs,)  will^ 
My  daughter.  Mary  Creed,  was  present,  with  Cyrus  Bent 
Either  she  signed  or  made  her  mark  to  a  paper,  saying,  *  This 
is  my  last  will  and  testament.'  All  were  present  at  the  sama 
time,  I  think.  Bent  was  there.  My  daughter  and  I  then  and 
there  subscribed  our  names  to  the  paper.'' 

Bent  says :  "  I  prepared  a  will  for  her  in  1863.  I  wsk 
present  at  its  execution  at  Mrs,  iVs  house.  D.  Creed  and  his 
daughter  were  then  present.  It  was  signed  by  Mrs^  M*  and 
all  of  us  named  besides.  I  kept  the  draft  of  the  will,  t 
copied  the  will  from  it  This  is  the  draft  The  will  wn 
precisely  a  copy  of  this.  I  put  the  will,  after  execution,  into 
an  envelope,  marked  the  envelope  as  her  will,  md  gave  the 
envelopoi  with  the  will  in  it,  to  the  testatrix.  After  tliat  time 
I  never  saw  the  will."  On  cross-examination,  he  says :  ''  la 
copying  from  the  will  I  struck  out  '  Charlotte,'  nothing  dM 
There  was  some  mistake  about  the  name.  I  read  the  will 
over  to  the  testatrix  before  the  execution." 

T&i)  dause  of  chap«  81 ,  Bevised  StattUes,  tiec.  S,  requiring  thai 
**  the  signature  of  a  (valid)  will  shall  be  made  or  aciknowledged 
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by  the  testator  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  witnesses, 
present  at  the  same  time,  and  such  witnesses  shall  attest  and 
shall  subscribe  the  will  in  the  presence  of  the  testator/'  may 
have  been  complied  with.  But  the  proof  is  by  no  means 
satisfactory  that  the  witnesses  attested  and  subscribed  the 
paper  in  the  presence  of  the  testator.  D.  Creed  says:  "All 
were  present  at  the  same  time,  I  think.  Bent  was  there.**  This 
refers,  probably,  to  Mrs.  M.,  himself,  his  daughter,  and  Bent, 
when  Mrs,  M.  signed.  Then  he  .adds :  "  My  daughter  and  I, 
then  and  there,  subscribed  our  names  to  the  paper.'*  But  the 
proof  is  not  positive  that  Mra.  M.  was  there  when  they  signed 
as  witnesses.  At  most,  as  to  this  essential  feature,  his 
testimony  is  all  were  there  when  she  signed.  Now,  although 
no  form  of  attestation  if  necessary,  it  is  an  element  of  the 
case  that  the  draft  produced  does  nothing  more  by  way  of 
attestation  than,  say :  "  Signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  in  the 

presence  of ."    It  is  not  enough,in  so  solemn  an  instrument 

as  a  will,  one  which,  as  to  its  execution,  has  always  been 
jealously  regarded,  and  sulgected  to  the  rigid  literal  construc- 
tion of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  It  is  not  satisfactory  that  the 
subscribing  witness  should  verify  its  execution, — ^that  is  to 
say,  the  attestation  and  the  subscribing  by  the  witnesses,  in 
testator^s  presence,  qualifiedly,  as  in  this  case.  Leaving  it  to 
be  inferred  that,because  all  were  present  when  testatrix  signed, 
that  she  was  present  when  they  signed.  What  he  says  may 
be  true.  He  and  his  daughter,  then  and  there^  may  have 
subscribed  as  witnesses,  and  the  testatrix  may  have  left  the 
room  before  they  signed.  And  when  he  says  all  were  present 
at  that  time,  he  evidently  refers  to  the  time  when  she  signed, 
and  make  her  mark,  jsc,  but  not*  necessarily  to  the  time  when 
they,  the  witnesses,  signed.  Cariigan  r.  OarrigaUt  i  Old. 
Bep.,  p.  8,  is  full  and  to  the -purpose,  and  the -cases  are  all 
reviewed.  There  the  testator  was  in  a  condition  to  seejthe 
witness  sign  if  he  choose  to  look.  Here  she  may  have  been 
present,  for  she  had  just  previously  signed  the  paper.  Upon 
this  point  see  Taylor  on  Evidence^  p.  920,  sections  967  and 
968,  and  cases  cited.  "  And  so  it  seems  and  follows,**  says 
Taylor,  **  that  if  the  witnesses  sign  before  the  testator,  the 
will  is  void,  though  he  immediately  after  aflGtxea  his  signature 
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in  their  pretened,  and  though  they  subsequently  seal  the 
document'' 

But  assaming  that  this  will  was  well  ezeetited,  another 
difficulty  arises  of  an  equally  or  more  serious  character,  and 
that  is  as  to  its  non-appearance.  A  vast  amount  of  testimony 
was  tendered  on  the  trial,  which  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
objected  to,  and  the  learned  Judge  has  consequently  entered 
upon  his  notes  conversations  among  third  parties,  letters,  &o., 
which,  on  an  issue  of  devisavU  vel  non,  could  not,  and  should 
not  have  any  bearing  on  the  case. 

From  the  date  of  the  will  up  to  the  date  of  the  trial  there 
is  no  evidence  that  the  document  was  ever  seen,  or  certainly 
known  to  be  in  existence.  The  plaintiff  himself,  (line  837,) 
says :  **  I  saw,  in  a  little  gilt  box  in  her  drawer,  a  yellow 
envelope,  with  'wiir  written  on  it  I  saw  it  last  about  a 
year  before  her  death,  in  that  place.  I  had  seen  it  diffi^rent 
times  before  that,  in  the  same  place,  and  in  the  same  box  and 
drawer/'  But  no  presumption  arises  that  the  will  under  which 
he  claimed,  or  any  other,  (and  deceased  might  have.li%la  will 
before  the  one  in  question  for  aught  that  appears,)  was  in  the 
envelope.  Nor  does  BeifU  describe  the  color  of  tjhe  envelope 
he  used.  Bent  says,  (line  61,) :  **  She  spoke  of  making  some 
change  in  her  will  two  or  three  times  after  its  execution. 
Had  talked  of  it  within  two  years  before  her  death."  SmiMa 
deposition  is  of  no  value.  It  was  only  his  opinion  that  Jlir$, 
M.  referred  to  her  will  Upon  this  point  Taylor^  (section  135, 
p.  170,)  says :  "  If  a  will,  traced  to  the  possession  of  the 
testator,  and  last  seen  in  his  custody,  be  not  forthcoming  at 
his  death,  the  law  presumes  that  it  has  been  destroyed  by 
himself,  cmimo  6aneMandu  And  this  presumption,  which 
is  absolutely  founded  on  good  sense,  must  prevail,  unless  there 
be  sufficient  evidence  to  rebut  it"  Citing  WhUdey  v.  King^ 
17  0.  B.,  N.  S.,  756,  and  Fuh^s  Dig.,  and  the  cases  collected^ 
p.  8823. 

Had  defendant's  counsel  asked  for  a  nonsuit  at  the  close 
of' plaintiff's  case,  I  do  not  see  how  it  could  have  been  refused. 
He,  however,  proceeded  to  call  witnesses,  and  the  learned 
Judge,  having  submitted  the  case  to  the  jury»  who  found  for 
'Mendant,  propounded  a  question  to  them  which  elicited  the 
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following  reply :  **  We  are  of  opinipn  that  it,  (the  will,)  was 
not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  her,  (testator's,)  death."    There 
is  no  evidence  and  no  presumption  to  the  contrary. 
The  rule  nisi  must  be  discharged  with  oosta. 
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0.  W.  R,  haTfng  parehued  ft  qoftnUty  of  foodi  from  th«  flnn  «f  B.  k  M.,  Cftr«  them  ta 
pajment  therefor  a  prominory  note  made  by  himaelf,  pejable  to  the  order  ol  B.  ft  M.,  upon 
the  back  of  which  the  defendant,  for  the  aooommodation  ef  G.  W.  fi.,  had  endomd  his  oame. 
In  an  actloa  by  pbdntHE,  eurrlvinc  partner  of  the  flnn  el  bI  4  M.^  agalnat  defendant,  then 
belnc  no  ertdenoe  of  an  intent  on  the  part  of  defendant  to  itand  in  ttie  oidinaiy  relation  of  aa 
endoTMr  to  the  payees, 

HM,  that  defendant  wm  not  liable. 

DesBarres,  J.,  now,  (January    18th,  1875,)    delivered 
judgment,  as  follows : — 

The  plaintiff,  by  the  first  count  in  his  writ,  claims  a  right 
to  recover  from  the  defendant,  as  the  surviving  partner  of 
William  Murray,  deceased,  the  sum  of  $255.75,  on  a  promi^isory 
note,  dated  let  December,  1869,  which  he  alleges^  was  made 
payable  to  himself  and  partner,  for  that  sum,  eight  months 
after  date.  In  the  second  count  he  claims  to  recover  on  a 
note  made  by  Oeorge  W.  Bares,  bearing  the  same  date,  payable 
for  the  same  sum,  and  at  the  same  time  &9  the  other,  to  the 
order  of  Bums  &  Murray,  at  their  office  in  Halifax,  stating 
it  to  have  been  endorsed  by  Bums  Jk  Murray  to  the  defendant, 
by  defendant  again  endorsed  to  the  plain tifi  and  William 
Murray,  deceased,  and  alleging  that  this  second  note  was  duly 
presented  for  payment  at  the  office  of  Bums  Jk  Murray,  and 
dishonored.  And  in  the  third  count  the  plaintiff  claims  on  a 
guarantee  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  defendant  on  the 
same  day  as  the  note,  whereby  defendant  promised  that^ta 
consideration  plaintiff  and  William  Murray  would  sell  and 
deliver  goods  to  George  W.  Bares,  and  take  from  him  a 
promissory  note  for  the  price  of  such  goods,  amounting  ta, 
$225.79,  payable  in  eight  months  after  date,  he,  defendant 
would  pay  the  amount  at  maturity. 

The  case  was  tried  before  His  Lordship  the  Chief  Justice, 
without  a  jury,  who,  on  the  evidence  before  him,  decided  io 
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{avoir  of  the  defendant,  gwing  the  plaintiff  leave  to  bring  the 
case  under  the  review  of  the  whole  Court.  It  was  argued 
before  «s  during  the  present  Term  by  Mr.  J.  N,  RitdUe,  Q,  (7^ 
for  plaintiff^  and  if r.  Meagher^  for  defendant  It  appears  that 
the  only  evidence  produced  by  plaintiff  in  support  of  his  case 
at  the  trial  was  the  deposition  of  (horge  W,  Baras,  who 
admitted  himself  to  be  the  maker  of  the  note  set  out  in  the 
second  count  of  plaintiff's  writ,  and  proved  that  defendant,  at 
his  request,  signed  his  name  on  the  back  of  the  note,  and  did 
so  entirely  for  his  accommodation.  That  defendant  was  the 
first  person  who  endorsed  the  note,  and  when  he  did  so  the 
words,  "  Bums  and  Murray  **  were  not  on  it.  The  names  of 
the  latter  having  been  placed  on  the  note  as  first  endorsers, 
^'without  recourse,"  after  defendant  had  affixed  his  name 
thereon,  the  question  is  whether  the  defendant,  under  these 
circumstances,  can  be  held  responsible  either  as  maker, 
endorser,  or  guarantor  for  the  payment  of  this  note. 

The  case  of  Peck  v.  Phippen,  9  U.  C.  Rep.,  Q.  B.,  73,  was 
relied  upon  by  Mr.  Ritchie  as  sufficient  to  establish  the 
plaintifi^s  right  to  recover  in  this  case.  In  that  a  promissory 
note  was  made  and  endorsed  under  circumstances  similar  to 
the  present,  and  it  was  held  that  although  the  plaintiffs  had 
not  endorsed  the  note  when  defendant  endorsed  it,  and  though 
their  endorsement,  making  them  stand  as  first  endorsers  on 
the  note,  was  not  written  until  after  the  action  was  brought, 
yet  that  such  endorsement  was  sufficient.  If  this  case  stoqd 
alone,  it  would  be  an  authority  by  which  we  would  feel 
ourselves  warranted  to  be  governed.  But  as  it  is  in  conflict 
with  other  cases  decided  in  the  same  Court,  as  well  as  with 
English  cases  which  we  are  bound  to  respect,  and  contrary 
also  to  a  decision  of  our  own  in  Morton  v.  CanipheU,  Cochrane's 
Rep.,  5.,  I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  regard  it  as  binding 
upon  us.  In  West  v.  Brown,  S  U.  C.  Rep.,  Q,  B.,  290,  it  was 
held  that  a  party  endorsing  his  name  on  the  back  of  a  note 
not  negotiable,  or,  if  negotiable,  not  endorsed  by  the  payee, 
cannot  be  sued  as  endorser  by  the  payee.  In  this  case 
Maca\day,J,f  remarked  that  it  was  similar  to  Thew  v.  Adams, 
decided  in  that  Court  in  1838,  in  which,  after  the  best 
consideration,  he  could  not  find  any  case  that  a  party 
endorsmg  his  name  on  a  promissory  note  not  negotiable,  or,  if 
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80,  not  endorsed  by  the  payee,  oonld  be  made  responsible  to 
the  payee  as  a  maker,  or  endorser,  or  goarantor ;  adding  thai 
there,  as  here,  it  was  sought  u>  make  him  chargeable  as  an 
endorser  to  the  payee,  a  thing  inconsistent  in  itself.  See  ako 
Shibeck  v.  Portei\  14  U.  C.  Rep.,  Q.  B^  4S0.  Bnt  the  ease, 
(a  leading  one,)  to  which  the  greatest  weight  mast  be  given,  is 
that  of  G^ivinnell  v.  Herbert,  4  A.  &  K,  486,  which  shews  that 
the  defendant,  who  endoined,  could  not  be  sued  aa  maker  of 
the  note ;  and  if  not  as  m4ker,  I  do  not  see  bow  he  can  be 
sued  as  an  endorser  by  the  payee.  The  case  of  Denton  ▼• 
Peters,  Law  Rep.,  5  Q.  B.,  475,  is,  I  tbink,  an  authority  to 
shew  that  as  between  endoiser  and  endorsee  there  most  have 
been  the  element  of  an  intent  to  stand  in  the  ordinary  relation 
of  an  endorser  to  the  payees;  that  is,  to  guarantee  the 
payment  of  the  note  to  them  as  endorser  in  ease  the  oiaker 
made  default 

There  is  no  evidence  of  any  such  intent  in  this  case, 
and  therefore  it  appears  to  me  the  plalntifT  is  not  efititled  to 
recover  against  the  defendant,  either  under  the  first  or  second 
count  of  the  writ.  See  Story  on  Promieacry  Notes,  section 
133.  It  was  not  pretended  at  the  argument  that  the  plaintiff 
could  recover  against  defendant  on  the 'third  count  in  the 
writ,  as  a  guarantor,  there  being  no  evidence  of  any  collateral 
undertaking,  or  any  consideration  for  a  guarantee,  and  there* 
forie  I  think  the  judgment  of  the  learned  Chief  Justice  was 
right,  and  must  be  upheld. 
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PLAomFr,  who  wm  nortgtgw  of  oertete  maI  wnt,  te.,  bavtaf  moiimbnA  aa  tdtkarn  of 
foreclonirt  ■gwlBBt  tlie  defendanto^  who  woro  tiuitiw  of  tho  mbm^  and  obtained  an  ordvoC 
■Oo,  B.,  one  of  the  eMfub  que  tnwC,  applied  to  the  Oovrt  on  petition  setting  oot  tkU  riiortly 
befeie  the  d«te  of  the  order  then  wee  leadf  for  ■hlpmeDt  el  themhie  a  leite  qauM^titni 
which,  If  told  and  the  prooeede  appHed  to  that  pnrpoae,  would  be  more  than  onSleieiift  to  piy 
the  amoimt  due  on  the  mortgage,  and  ohifanlng  that  the  ale  el  the  nlat^  onder  the  • 
•tanoea,  woold  be  a  gieal  laJiMtlee. 

Held,  that,  wheieequltsr  totheeetlM<«««  trmt  inqnIrH  tt,e«peelaQ3rtf 
net  prejodloed  thereby,  the  Court  rnwiMii  the  power  and  wfll  exeroiae  tt  to  dlqieoeof  i 
portione  el  the  mor^aged  propertjr  ae  will  Imt  iajnra  the  aertgagid  pnpeity  and  yel 
esttagoiih  the  dibt. 

TiM  eaM  wae  leferred  to  a  Ifaaler  10  take  evktoMi  on  tte  aiAjaot  cC  «h»  eoala  aOafid  19 
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McCuLLT,  J.,  now,  (January  18th,  1875,)  delivered  jadg- 
ment,  as  follows : — 

Action  of  foreclosure  of  mortgage,  and  an  order  made  by 
Mr.  Justice  DeaBarres,  sitting  in  Equity,  dated  27th  May, 
1874.  From  this  order  an  appeal  was  taken  by  Betloni^  on  a 
petition  dated  June  1. 

The  learned  Judge  deferred  the  sale,  that  the  plaintiff 
might  have  an  opportunity  of  applying  to  the  Court  in  banco 
in  July,  but  the  cause  not  being  reached,  on  a  special  applica- 
tion, and  upon  terms  as  to  costs,  expenses,  interest,  &c,  the 
case  was  further  continued  till  the  present  Term,  It  was 
now 'heard.  Messrs.  Henry,  Q.  G.,  and  Janua  McDonald^ 
Q.  C^  for  petitioner,  BtUani ;  and  Jamea  Thomson,  Q.  C,  for 
E.  LoMjmn,  J.  Taylor,  and  Cathcart  Thoineon,  defendants. 
Trustees ;  and  Mr.  Ritchie,  Q,  0.,  for  plaintiff. 

Without  descending  to  minute  particulars,  or  expanding 
the  facts  more  than  necessary,  it  may  suffice  to  say  that 
BdUmi  and  others  were  the  proprietors  of  ceiiain  coal  areas 
and  premises,  mines  opened  and  unopened,  at  Goto  Bay,  Gape 
Bretw,  known  as  the  Mock  Houae  Mines,  That  defendants 
were  legally  constituted  Trustees  of  the  property,  under  deeds, 
and  a  declaration  of  trust,  which  is  produced,  and  in  no  way 
Mntested.  Belloni  alleges  under  oath  that  he  is  proprietor  of 
two-thirds  of  the  stock  of  a  company  incorporated  to  work 
these  mines,  and  which  are  valued  at  the  sum  of  five  hundred 
thousand  dollars.  The  right  of  plaintiff  to  foreclose  is  not 
denied,  but  Betlani^  the  pnndpsi' cestui  que  trust,  having 
intervened  in  the  suit  before  order  made  by  petition,  claims 
that,  as  the  property  consists  of  a  coal  area,  and  areas  and 
teams  of  coal,  opened  and  unopened,  specially  described  in  the 
mortgage,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  there  was,  on  the  14th  day 
of  April,  1872,  and  shortly  before  the  date  of  said  order,  on 
the  bank,  ready*  for  shipment  at  the 'said  mine,  at  least 
ninety-five  thousand  tons  of  coal,  worth,  at  the  place  of 
shipment,  at  least  two  dollars  per  ton.  That  this  coal,  which  was 
€ut  and  raised  from  the  mine  during  the  (then)  last  season, 
if  sotd,  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  that  purpose,  would 
bring  tnore  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  amount,  due  on  the 
mortgage.  That  the  sale  of  the  mine, under  such  circumstances, 
would  be  an  act  of  great  injustice ;  his  interest^  as  he  alleges^ 
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in  the  mine,  representiog  actual  cash  valae  paid  for  the 
property,  while  the  advances  made  by  the  company  are,  by 
the  terms  of  their  trust,  to  be  repaid  out  of  the  profita  of  the 
mine. 

No  answer  or  reply  of  any  kind  is  made  to  this  statement 
of  facts  by  any  party.  Indeed,  the  controversy  is  not  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendants,  nor  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
£€itm  quA  iankii,  BdL&ni,  It  seemed,  on  the  alignment,  to  be 
between  defendants  and  BdUmi,  and  the  defendants'  counsel 
pressed  the  Court  strongly  that  BeUoni  not  having*  been  made 
a  party  to  the  suit  by  plaintiff,  that  he  had  no  {ecus  sUtTidu 
But  we  thought  differently,  because  such,  it  would  seem,  is 
the  practice  of  the  Equity  Court  that  a  cutui  que  tnut  may 
at  any  time  intervene,  where  hb  interests  are  at  stake,  by 
petition.  But  if  that  were  not  se,  we  thought  that  was  not  an 
objection  that  could  prevail  now,  inasmuch  as  it  wa»  not 
taken  before  the  appeal  But  the  appeal  was  appUed  for  and 
granted  by  the  learned  Judge.  And  by  section  14  of  chapter 
108,  Bevised  Staivie»,  "  Of  Trust  and  Trustees,"  any  person 
entitled  to  apply  for  an  order  may,  if  he  should  think  fit» 
present  a  petition  in  the  first  instance  to  the  Court,  &c. 

I  am  not  awai*e  of  any  case  reported  in  any  ol  the  books 

precisely  similar   to  this*    Under  section   12,  chapter  109; 

Bevised  StcUutes,  in  cases  of  lands  taken  in  execution,  the 

judgment  creditor  may  select  certain  portions  for  sale,  and  if 

he  give  the  sheriff  ten  daya'  notice  of  his  request  to  have  such 

portions  first  sold,  the  sheriff  shall  govern  himself  accordingly. 

It  seems  but  reasonable  it  should  be  so.    But  this  is  statutory, 

and  does-  not  extend  to  the  case  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee^ 

And  yet  with  the  vast  powers  exercised  by  Equity  Courts 

over  suits  and  suitors,  their  powers  of  marshalling  assets 

so  that  a  first  creditor,  with  no  securities,  may  be  compelled 

to  resort  to  one,  so*  as  to  alk>w  a  second  creditor  to. avail 

himself  and  resort  to  the  other,  where,  but  for  the  interference 

of  the  Court,  he  would  be  hopelessly  deprived  of  redress^  I 

can  hardly  doubt  that  if  equity  to  a  eettui  que  trust  requires 

it,  especially  if  the  mortgagee  be  not  p^jodiced  thereby,  that 

this  Court  possesses  the  power  and  woald  exeratae  it  to  dispose 

of  such  portions  of  the  mortgaged  property  as  wonM  least 

injure  an  estate  and  yet  eompletdy  extinguish  the  debi 


JANUARY.    1875.  636 

secured  ibereon  by  mortgage.    Ex  parte  Kendale^  17  Ves.,  520  • 
Storjfs  Eq.  PL,  section  633. 

Tbe  mortgage  in  tbe  present  case  is  one  of  a  leasebold 
interest,  in  part  at  least.  Tbree  of  the  leases  described  are 
crown  leases,  so-called,  and  are  mortgaged,  together  with  the 
mills,  mill  machinery,  tools,  and  machinery  of  all  kinds  used 
for  mining  and  other  purposes,  together  with  "  all  the  real  and 
personal  estate  conveyed  to  the  defendants  by  the  Block  House 
Company.  And  this  comprehended  not  merely  the  areas 
as  described  on  the  surface,  but  the  leads  and  seams  of  coal, 
opened  or  unopened,  within,  under,  or  upon  all  that  tract  of 
land,  &c^  In  this  respect  this  mortgage  is  somewhat  pecnlian 
And  here  it  is  perhaps  proper  that  I  should  remark  that  on 
the  argument  before  us  it  appeared  that  some  affidavit  was 
prepared  and  read  to  His  Lordship  on  the  argument  before 
him,  by  defendants'  counsel,  which,  for  some  reason  or  other, 
he  obtained  leave  subsequently  to  withdraw,  and  withdrew 
it.  What  its  contents  were,  or  why  withdrawn,  does  not  now 
Appear. 

But  as  the  case  presents  itself  to  this  Court  now  upon  Mr. 
BeUonfa  petition  and  affidavit,  which  are  not  contradicted  nor 
qualified  in  any  way,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  proper  course  to 
be  pursued,  consistent  with  equity,  is  to  refer  it  to  a  Master 
to  take  evidence  on  the  subject  of  the  coals  alleged  to  have 
been  raised  from  the  mine  in  question  under  an  order  to  be 
drawn  up  for  that  purpose,  and  to  return  his  procedings  at 
a  short  day,  with  the  evidence  and  his  report  in  the  premises. 
The  order  to  be  so  guarded  as  to  .protect  Uie  mortgagees  from 
any  detriment  or  damages  in  consequence  of  or  caused  by  the 
delay. 


i 
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A  JOMnv  Iqr  aalMdt  vlU  be  Mi  Mide  M  » 
to  pl0id  vlitre  thedttealt  has  bMn  HMwked  In  oooi 
«f  Iha  dftakbafsattoffMiy.  iwlaM  then  has  tean  VD 

What  k  iMMoaaftla  tteMBHt  dapwd  vpMi  the 


BiTCHiE,  E.  J.,  delivered  judgment^  m  foHows : — 

The  rale  nisi  to  iiet  aside  the  judgment  in  this  case,  which 
was  diflchaiged  by  the  learned  Jadge  at  Chamben*  was 
obtained  on  the  affidavits  of  WiUtam  H.  F.  Sumner  and 
Mr.  McDonald^  hui  Attorney.  That  of  the  former  set  forth 
the  nature  of  the  action ;  that  the  defendants  have  a  good 
defence  to  it  on  the  merits^  and  are  not  indebted  to  the 
plaintiffs ;  that  he  was  served  with  the  writ  on  the  lat  JtciM^ 
which  he  (landed  to  Mr.  McDonald^  with  instructions  to  pa^ 
in  a  defence ;  and  that  he  subsequently  ascertained  that  ao 
execution  had  been  placed  in  the  sherifTs  hands  for  the 
amount  of  the  particulars  daimed  in  the  action,  and  costs. 
And  Mr.  McDonald,  in  his  affidavit*  states  that  the  writ  was 
placed  in  his  hands  by  the  defendants,  with  instructions  to 
plead  to  it,  and  that,  as  far  as  the  facta  of  the  case  were 
communicated  to  him,  he  believed  they  had  a  good  defence 
upon  the  merits.  He  goes  on  to  say  that,  being  at  Trv/ro^  on 
the  Circuit,  be  applied  to  Mr.  Zatirencs,  the  plaictiff^s  attorney, 
the  day  before  the  time  for  pleading  had  ezpii^,  and  requested 
him  to  extend  the  time  for  a  few  days»  as  he  was  very  biisy, 
who  at  once  consented.  And  relying  on  such  consent,  he  did 
not  then  plead,  and  on  the  Saturday  following  he  discovered 
with  surprise  that  a  default  had  been  marked  two  days  after 
his  conversation  with  Mr.  Laurenos. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  from  these  statements,  that  it  was 
the  desire  of  the  defendants  to  defend  the  action,  and  that  it 
was  the  intention^  of  Mr.  MoDofnald  to  appear  and  plead ;  and 
whether  Mr.  Laurence  did  or  did  not  agree  to  give  time,  we 
can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  that  ifn  McDonald, 
from  what  took  place  between  them,  believed  and  acted  on  the 
belief  that  his  request  had  been  complied  with,  and  that  but 
for  such  compliances  he  would  have  pleaded  at  once,  or 
obtained  time  to  plead  from  the  Judge  who  was  presiding^  at 
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the  Court  at  Trwro.  And  though  he  may  not  have  been 
deceived  by  Mr.  Lay/rence,  but  acted  under  a  misapprehension, 
an  opportunity  should  nevertheless  be  given  to  the  defendants 
to  put  it  in  defence. 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  Mr,  Laurence  had  not  iiitimated 
to  Mr.  McDonald  his  intention  of  marking  a  default  before 
doing  so.  for,  though  in  his  affidavit  he  says  he  did  not  promise 
to  give  the  time  required,  and  that  he  was  not  requested  to  do 
so,  yet  he  says  Mr.  McDonald  met  him  in  front  of  the  Court 
House,  in  Truro,  and  very  hurri  edly  said  to  him  that  he  had 
a  writ  from  his  office,  which  was  pleadable  to  to-morrow,  and 
instantly  left  him  to  speak  to  another  person.  And  he  adds  : 
"I  made  no  reply."  From  which  he  would  have  reason  to 
infer  that  Mr.  McDonoid  intended  to  appear  and  plead 
Under  these  circumstances,  to  prevent  the  defendants  from 
making  a  defence  would  work  a  great  injustice,  and  in  cases 
like  the  present  it  is  almost  a  matter  of  course  to  set  aside  a 
judgment,  though  regularly  entered,  unless  there  has  been 
unreasonable  delay  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  making 
the  application.  See  Ch.,  988  ;  Evans  v.  OiU,  1  B.  &  P.,  62, 
&c  And  it  would  appear  that  the  learned  Judge  who 
discharged  the  rule  nm  did  so  on  the  gi'ound  that  the 
application  in  this  case  was  made  too  late. 

Every  application  of  this  nature  should  be  made  in  a 
reasonable  time  after  the  knowledge  of  the  entry  of  the 
judgment,  and  what  is  a  reasonable  time  must  depend  upon 
the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 

It  would  appear  that  Mr,  McDonald  became  aware  of  the 
judgment  by  default  on  Saturday,  which  he  says  was  the  last 
day  of  the  Court  at  Ti'uro.  Mr.  Laurence  says  the  Court 
terminated  on  Friday.  If  so,  the  discovery  was  not  made  till 
after  the  termination  of  the  Court  at  Truro,  and  no  application 
was  made  to  the  Court  for  a  rule  nisi  to  set  smide  the 
judgment  during  the  sitting  of  the  Court  at  Amk^rat,  cls  it 
was  indispensable  to  have  the  affidavit  of  one  of  the  defendants 
.to  swear  to  merits,  for  without  such  an  affidavit  the  application 
must  have  failed.  See  Mcdone  v.  Duggan,  Oldright,  697. 
The  delay  which  took  place  cannot  be.  considered  so  unreason- 
able aa  to  preclude  the  Court  from  interfering.  And  here  the 
plaintiff  has  security  for  the  amount  of  the  judgment  in  case 
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he  eventually  saoceeds  in  ihe  action.  The  only  terms  impoeed 
on  the  defendants  should  be  the  payment  of  the  costs  incurred 
in  entering  the  judgment.  And  no  costs  o)  the  argument  can 
be  given. 


In  Re  DONALD  MATHESON,  an  Insolvent. 

Tui  lnaolT«iii,  harlaf  dctonniiMd  to  stop  IniilntH,  dltpowd  of  tke  tlook  tf  goodicNi 
tohlidMigliUr,  (or  tke  tnin  of  fl,000,  who  oonttoiMd  tho  botliMM  for  the  bonaSiof  tte 
family,  tho  Imotront  MiiatiBf  m  elork.  No  moo«j  wu  poid  bj  ttie  dooRfatir  lor  iho  ffoodi  ■* 
the  thne  of  porcheee,  or  eiibeeqaeiitljr,  nor  wee  enjr  eeourity  tekcn,  tool  el  the  time  of  the 
eeetanmeni,  About  e  yeer  after,  the  IneolTent  handed  to  the  eeitgnee  a  note  of  one  A.  for  the 
ium  of  11,000,  which  wee  never  peld.  It  wee  edmitted  bj  the  tneolvoat  thet  efter  he  eeeeed  te 
do  bnelneei  he  eollected  debte  due  him,  end  lived  upon  theih,  and  peid  nothlnf  to  hie 
crediton.  No  inventoiy  wee  taken  or  vahialion  made  of  the  frooda  at  the  time  of  the  eafc^  toot 
the  Insolvent  aaid  that  the  earn  of  91,000  wee  about  their  value.  The  Judge  of  Probato  halinf 
granted  a  diecharge  with  a  fbei'Claae  oertlflcate,  from  which  the  orediteca  appealed. 

Held,  that,  though  the  Ineolvent  might  not  have  deprived  hlmeelf  of  all  right  to  a  diaehatgeb 
under  the  dnmmeiancre,  it  dioold  be  of  the  eeeond  chiai,  and  enepended  for  the  period  of  two 
years. 

Ritchie,  J.,  delivered  judgment  as  follows : — 

On  the  27  th  September,  1871,  the  insolvent  made  an 
assignment  under  the  Ineolvent  Act. 

The  account  he  gives  of  his  affairs  is  that  the  losses  which 
led  to  his  insolvency  occurred  as  far  back  as  1866  and  18G7* 
He  had  used  capital  to  the  extent  of  $1,000  obtained  through 
his  wife,  who  had  property  left  her  by  her  father,  Jfr.  Bieeett, 
free  from  the  control  of  her  hundred.  That  he  stopped 
business  when  he  found  his  means  not  equal  to  carrying  it  on. 
His  creditors,  he  says,  were  informed  of  the  state  of  his 
business,  and  they  encouraged  him  to  continue  it. 

In  the  autumn  of  1870  he  came  to  the  conclusion  to  stop. 
He  had  in  that  year  taken  up  a  further  supply'  of  goods,  but 
found  at  the  end  of  the  season  that  he  could  not  meet  his 
bills.  He  had  then  a  stock  of  goods  on  hand,  and  he  disposed 
of  the  whole  of  them  to  his  daughter,  who  continued  the 
business  for  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent's  family,  including 
hei-self,  the  insolvent  assisting  her  as  clerk.  No  money  was 
pai<i  by  the  daughter  {or  the  goods  at  the  time  she  obtained 
them  from  her  father,  or  since.  He  says  he  sold  them  to  her 
for  SI  ,000,  and  they  were  worth  abatU  that  eum.  And  when 
he  made  his  assignment,  about  a  year  after,  he  handed  to  the 
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anignee  a  note  for  $1,000,  made  by  a  Mr.  ArcMhald^  vfhuAi 
haa  never  yet  been  paid.  This,  be  said,  was  for  the  goods  so 
sold.  The  insolvent  admits  that  after  he  ceased  to  do  business, 
in  1870,  be  collected  debts  due  him  and  lived  on  them,  and 
docM  not  pretend  that  he  made  any  payments  to  his  creditors. 

Some  time  before  this  he  gave  a  deed  of  all  his  real  estate 
in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  and  children,  to  secure  to 
them  the^  payment  of  the  money  he  had  used  belonging  to 
them.  The  house  in  which  he  lives  is  one  of  the  properties 
comprised  in  that  deed,  the  consideration  of  which  is  stated  to 
be  $10,344. 

Ott  the  account  thus  given  by  the  insolvent,  the  Judge  of 
Probate  has  granted  him  a  discharge,  with  a  first-clasii 
certificate,  and  from  his.  decree  the  creditors  have  appealed. 

The  insolvent  wouM,  I  think,  have  stood  in  a  better 
position  before  the  Court  if  he  had  made  an  assignment  under 
the  iTisolvent  ActsLS  soon  as  he  found  himself  unable  to  meet 
his  liabilities,  at  latest  in  t1i9  autumn  of  1870,  and  had  handed 
over  all  the  property  he  then  owned  tot  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors.  Assuming  the  statement  of  the  insolvent  to  be 
true,  there  may  have  been  no  legal  objection  to  the  conveyance 
of  the  real  estate^  taking  place,  as  he  alleges,  before  the 
passing  of  the  Insolvent  Act  of  1869,  to  secure  a  debt  actually 
due,  though  his  evidence. regarding  this  propei*ty  and  the  debt 
to  his  family  is  very  vague  and  unsatisfactory,  and  I  may  add 
that  the  same  observation  is  applicable  to  the  account  he  gives 
of  his  afiairs  generally.  But  whatever  may  be  thought  of  his 
conduct  with  respect  to  his  real  estate,  no  sanction  should,  I 
think,  be  given  to  the  course  he  pursued  with  respect  to  the 
remainder  of  his  property.  To  allow  a  debtor  to  dispose  of 
his  whole  stock  in  trade  to  his  daughter,  living  with  him, 
without  an  inventory  or  valuation,  as  in  this  case,  for  $l,0()i>» 
which  the  insolvent  says  was  about  its  value,  no  money  paid, 
or  security  taken,  the  business  conducted,  as  before,  by  the 
daughter,  the  father  acting  as  clerk,  and  the  prooeecjs  going 
towards  the  support  of  the  fathet^a  family,  just  as  it  had  done 
previous  to  the  transfer,  would  be  fraught  with  the  worst 
consequences. 

Alter  the  lapse  of  »  year  fitotti  the  time  he  assigned  his 
stock  in  trade,  the  insolvent  takes  advantage  of  an  amendment 
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of  the  Insolvent  Ad,  and  assigns  what  happens  to  remain  of 
his  property,  and  then  hands  over  to  the  assignee  the  note  of 
a  son-in-law  named  Archibald,  for  $1,000,  as  repi*esenting  the 
value  of  the  goods  sold  to  his  daughter,  who  is  not  shewn  to 
have  been  in  any  way  connected  with  the  transaction.  The 
insolvent,  in  the  meantime,  having  collected  debts  due  him  in 
his  former  business,  which,  according  to  his  own  account,  he 
appropriated  to  his  own  use,  instead  of  paying  to  his  creditors, 
he  may  not  have  deprived  himself  of  all  right  to  a  discharge, 
but  he  does  not  appear  before  the  Court  in  so  favorable  a 
light  as  to  entitle  him  to  a  first-class  certificate. 

I  am  of  opinion,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case, 
that  the  discharge  should  be  of  the  second  class,  and  that  it 
should  be  suspended  for  a  poriod  of  two  years. 


THE  QUEEN   u   DEBAY. 

Tbm  daienduii'i  hoibMid  lukvlBg  Stnrted  hmr  for  a  period  of  apwMdi  of  mtmi  ywurt,  and 
dtoNnJint  having  oonteacted  a  aooond  maniafra.    On  an  iodictaient  for  blgaotjr, 

Bsld,  tbftt  1%  waa  inonmbeol  upon  the  proaaoutton  to^haw  knowladfa  on  tha  part  of  Itaa 
diiindant  of  Itaa  tuit  that  hor  hoaband  vaa  U?tnc,  and  that  In  the  abaanoa  of  aneb  proof  thf 
iTlotlon  aanhl  not  bo  anatalnad 


Ritchie,  J.,  delivered  judgment,  as  follows : — 

The  question  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  by 
the  learned  Judge  before  whom  the  prisoner  was  tried  is 
whether  he  had  rightly  instructed  the  jury  that  the  evidence 
lulduced  qn  the  trial  of  the  prisoner,  who  was  indicted  for 
bigamy,  in  marrying  one  Oeorge  Carr,  in  the  lifetime  of  her 
husband,  WiUiam  Debay,  did  not  raise  any  presumption  of 
Ithe  death  of  Debay,  and  that  the  prisoner  was  not  aware,  when 
she  married  Carr,  that  Debay  was  living. 

On  the  pai't  of  the  prosecution  Debay  was  proved  to  have 
been  seen  in  the  United  States  after  the  second  marriage, 
about  three  weeks  before  the  trial.  And  on  the  part  of  the 
defence,  that  eight  years  ago  the  prisoner  and  her  husband 
separated,  he  having  turned  her  out  of  doors,  and  she  neve* 
lived  with  him  since.  And  the  witness  says  that  as  far  as  she 
knew  he  had  been  absen  from  that  time  till  the  prosecution 
•he,  (the  witness,)  having  never  seen  him. 
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Tbe  section  of  the  Dominion  StaitUe  under  which  the 
prisoner  was  indicted  provides  that  nothing  therein  contained 
shall  extend  to  any  person  marrying  a  second  time  whose 
husband  or  wife  has  been  continually  absent  from  such  person 
for  the  space  of  seven  years  then  last  past,  and  was  not  known 
by  such  person  to  be  living  within  that  time. 

The  absence  contemplated  by  the  statute  is  not  necessarily 
an  absence  from  the  country.  It  is  suflScient  for  the  prisoner 
to  prove  the  absence  of  Dehay  from  her ;  such  an  absence  aa 
would  lead  to  the  inference  that  she  did  not  know  of  his 
residence,  and  whether  he  was  alive  or  dead.  An  absence  of 
this  charadter  was,  I  think,  shewn  in  the  present  case ;  at  any 
rate,  such  evidence  was  adduced  as  would  have  been  put  to 
the  juTy,  and  from  which  they  certainly  might  have  found 
such  an  absence. 

But,  assuming  the  absence  of  Dehay  for  seven  years 
previous  to  the  .second  marriage  to  have  been  proved,  is  ther* 
any  evidence  to  shew  that  the  prisoner  knew  of  his  being 
alive  during  that  period  ?  I  confess  I  can  see  none  whatever. 
If,  indeed,  it  had  been  incumbent  on  the  prisoner  to  establish 
the  fact  of  her  ignorance  of  his  existence,  she  has  failed  to  do 
so.  And  the  learned  Judge  was  correct  in  his  charge  to  the 
jury  in  this  particular,  and  the  conviction  would  be  right» 
notwithstanding  the  proof  of  absence  for  the  prescribed  period* 
but  I  apprehend  that  knowledge  of  the  husband  being  alive 
must  be  hrought  home  to  the  prisoner  by  the  prosecutor. 
And  this  not  having  been  done,  the  jury  should  have  been 
told  to  acquit  the  prisoner. 

The  English  statute  and  that  of  the  Dominion  on  tha 
subject  of  bigamy  are  similar,  and  there  are  several  English 
decisions  bearing  on  these  questions.  In  that  of  Reg.  v,Jo7M8f 
the  prisoner's  wife  had  been  absent  about  sixteen  or 
seventeen  years,  and  was  living  seventeen  or  eighteen 
miles  away  from  him,  and  the  only  evidence  on.the  subject 
was  that  of  the  second  wife,  that  she  never  knew  ot 
heard  of  a  first  wife.  Creswdl,  J.,  said:  "I  think  th« 
prisoner  must  be  acquitted.  There  is  no  proof  that  he,  a  man 
in  service,  knew  that  his  first  wife  was  living,  and  in  th« 
absence  of  that  proof,  I  think  he  comes  within  the  provisions 
of  the  statute.''    See  also  iiTepeon  v.  Xnight,  2  M.  &  W.,  911 
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These  caaes  were  cited  on  the  argument,  but  there  is  a  later 
ease,  to  which  our  attention  was  not  directed,  and  that  seems 
authoritatively  to  settle  the  question  upon  which  of  the  parties 
the  proof  of  mdenter  is  thrown.  I  refer  to  Tht  Queen  v.  Curger^ 
wen,  L.  R.,  1  Crown  Oases  Reserved,  1.  Mr.  Justice  WiUes  there 
submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  whether  the  burden 
of  proof  of  the  prisoner's  knowledge  of  his  first  wife  being 
alive  rested  on  him,  as  he  considered  the  case  had  been  left 
undecided  in  Beg.  v.  Briggrs,  Dears  &  Bell,a  C,  98.  Po22odk,C.  &» 
gave  this  opinion  of  himself,  and  the  other  Judges  present^ 
WiUes,  J.,  PigoU,  B.,  Shea  and  MatUagwe  Smith,  J.  J. :  «'  This 
question,"  he  said, "  has  arisen  more  than  once,  and  we  are 
now  asked  to  settle  the  law  on  the  subject.  The  term, '  burden 
of  proof '  is  an  inconvenient  one,  except  when  a  person  is 
called  on  to  prove  an  affirmative.  Our  attention  has  been 
called  to  a  note  by  the  editor  of  Rueedl  an  Crimes,  known  as 
a  gentleman  of  great  learning,  ability,  and  research,  who 
appears  to  have  adopted  the  view  that  the  burden  of  proof 
lies  upon  the  prisoner.  We  think,  however,  that  it  is  contrary 
to  the  general  spirit  of  the  English  law  that  the  prisoner 
should  be  called  on  to  prove  a  n^[ative,  and  that  it  is  better 
and  more  in  agreement  with  the  general  doctrine  and  principles 
of  our  oriminal  law  to  adopt  the  rule  laid  down  by  Wighiman,J^ 
in  Beg.  v.  Heaian,  3  Fos.  &  Fin.,  819.'* 

It  was  suggested  on  the  argument  that  though  knowledge 
by  the  prisoner  was  not  distinctly  proved,  it  might  be  inferred 
from  the  fact  in  evidence,  but  if  such  were  the  case,  it  was 
then  a  question  to  be  left  to  the  jury.  I  can,  however,  see 
nothing  to  lead  to  such  an  inf^^nce,  and  the  jury  would  have 
to  be  asked,  in  the  absence  of  actual  proof,  to  assume  that  the 
prisoner  had  committed  the  crime  of  bigamy,  where  the 
presumption  of  law  is  always  against  the  commission  of  a 
crime. 

It  was  in  consequence  of  the  doubts  felt  by  the  learned 
Judge  who  tried  the  case  that .  it  has  been  submitted  for  our 
opinion,  and  we  all  concur  in  thinking  that  the  conviction 
cannot  be  sustained. 
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Qvaralttoiilaridt  »  miiIm  mm!  cmwI  tha  baU  bond,  tha  4clMid«iit  ivora  tint  he  had 
■0  intaD^ioa  «f  ImtIbv  th«  pr  oHiim  nottl  after  tlM  datomiaatloD  of  tha  auit,  and  then  only 
for  A  Aert  tioM,  and  wHh  tho  faitahtloo  of  rotomtaifr.  U  appoarad,  on  fho  other  hand,  tha* 
IhadofiBteithiidolafeodhlB  Ivtoattoo  of  loaiiaf  tho  provtaoa,  and  had  diapoaad  of  all  hla 
praportj.  with  thoouoptloB  of  a  porttoa  of  a  faim  of  Uttlo  vahM,  aad  waa  naldliifr  althehonoo 
of  a  bfolhor,  havlBff  bo  homo  of  his  own. 


Bncmx,  E.  J.»  delivered  jtrdgment,  as  follows : — 

A  Cftpias  issued  in  this  case  on  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff 
that  the  defendant  was  about  to  leave  the  province,  as  he  had 
probable  cause  for  believing,  and  did  believe,  and  that  he 
feared  that  the  damages  heahad  sustained  would  be  lost  unless 
the  defendant  were  arrested. 

The  defendant,  having  given  bail  to  the  sheriff,  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  capfas  and  have  the  bail  bond 
cancelled  on  an  affidavit  made  by  him  that  he  was  not  at  the 
time  of  the  issue  of  the  capias,  nor  since,  and  is  not  now, 
about  to  leave  the  province,  except  as  thereafter  mentioned. 
That  he  intended,  and  had  partly  expressed  his  intention  of 
visiting  the  United  States,  where  he  had  friends  and  relatives, 
after  the  trial  of  (his  suitt  and  that  he  never  intended  to  leave 
the  province  vmiil  ihe  trial  thereof  should  take  place,  and  then 
entirely  with  the  intention  of  returning ;  and  that  he  informed 
the  plaintiffs  brother,  Eliakim  Tupper^  that  he  intended  to 
make  such  visit,  and  that  he  never  expressed  any  intention  of 
permanently  leaving,  except  as  aforesaid.  That  he  owns  a 
farm  in  SmOhfield,  and  has  notes  and  debts  outstanding  to  a 
large  amount,  and  will  have  plenty  of  property  to  respond  any 
judgment  that  could  possibly  be  obtained  against  him. 

The  plaintiff,  in  shewing  cause  against  this  rule  in  his 
affidavit,  states  that  after  the  commencement  of  this  action 
the  defendant  sold  the  farm  on  which  he  resided,  at  Upper 
Stewyacke,  and  removed  therefrom  with  his  family,  and  in 
May  last  sold  all  his  farming  utensils,  stock  of  cattle,  horses, 
•beep,  and  other  personal  property,  with  some  trifling  excep- 
tions, and  that  when  the  capias  issued  the  farm  had  been 
sold,  and  the  personal   property   advertised  for  sale,  and 
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defendant  had  frequently  expressed  his  intention  to  go  to  the 
United  States  in  a  very  short  time.  That  the  defendant,  to 
the  best  of  plaintiff's  knowledge  and  belief,  owns  no  other 
property,  except  a  small  portion  of  a  farm  at  Smithjield, 
which  must  be  the  one  referred  to  by  defendant  in  his 
affidavit.  That  it  contained  originally  about  two  hundred  and 
fifty  acres,  of  which  he  now  only  owns  fifty  acres,  which  are 
of  not  more  value  at  the  utmost  than  $100.  That  there  is  no 
house  or  bam  on  it,  and  the  cultivated  portion  is  very  limited. 
And  he  believes  and  has  no  doubt  that  the  defendant  intends 
to  leave  this  country,  with  his  family,  permanently  to  reside 
in  the  United  States. 

The  affidavit  of  Eliakim  Twpper  corroborates  the  statements 
of  the  plaintiff",  and  he  adds  that  the  defendant  told  him, 
when  executing  the  deed  of  his  farm,  that  he  intended  to  go 
to  the  United  States,  and  that  since  the  sale  of  his  personal 
property  his  family  have  resided  in  his  brother's  house,  find 
that  he  lately  had  a  conversation  with  him,  in  which  he  stated 
that  he  was  going  to  Tennessee,  in  the  United  States,  with  the 
intention  of  looking  out  for  a  place  for  himself  and  his  family 
to  reside  on,  as  he  understood.  And  he  also  states  his  belief 
that  it  is  the  intention  of  defendant  to  leave  the  province* 
and  remain  permanently  absent  therefrom,  and  that  he  will 
do  so  if  the  rule  is  made  absolute. 

The  plaintiff,  when  he  obtained  the  capias,  had  good 
grounds  for  believing  that  the  defendant  intended  to  leave 
the  province,  and  it  does  not  follow  that  the  defendant  is  to 
have  the  capias  set  aside  and  the  bail  bond  cancelled  on  his 
affidavit  that  he  had  no  intention  of  leaving.  And  the 
defendant  does  not  say  he  has  no  such  intention*  He  merely 
says  that  he  does  not  intend  to  leave  till  this  cause  is  tried, 
and  that  he  intends  to  return  ;  he  does  not  6ay  when,  nor  doe« 
he  say  to  remain.  And  again  he  skys  he  never  expressed  any 
intention  of  permanently  leaving,  except  as  aforesaid.  He  is 
silent  as  to  the  sale  of  his  farm  and  personal  property  since 
the  commencement  of  this  action ;  and  though  he  speaks  of 
owning  a  farm  at  SmiihfUld,  it  turns  out  to  be  fifty  acres  of 
land  of  little  value,  without  house  or  bam  on  it,  while  he  is  at 
present  without  a  home  here,  and  his  family  are  residing  at 
the  house  of  a  brother. 
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These  circumstances,  leading  io  the  inference  of  an  intention 
to  leave,  coapled  with  bis  own  admitted  declarations,  should 
have  been  referred  to  and  explained  by  the  defendant.  And 
I  cannot  but  infer,  from  the  statements  on  both  sides,  that  he 
does  intend  to  leave  the  province  and  reside  in  the  United 
States,  and  I  do  not  think  thac  the  defendant's  present 
application  should  be  granted,  even  though  he  may  not  intend 
to  leave  till  he  knows  the  result  of  this  action,  and  though  he 
may  intend  to  return  and  remain  a  short  time  in  the  province* 

In  Duncan  v.  Jacobs,  1  Fisher's  Dig.,  362,  it  was  decided 
that  where  sufficient  had  been  shewn  to  indicate  that 
defendant  had  an  intention  of  quitting  England,  the  Court 
will  not  discharge  him,  even  thoug:h  he  swears  he  never 
contemplated  leaving  England,  and  most  positively  not  for 
the  place  alleged  in  the  affidavit  on  which  he  was  held  to 
bail.  And  in  Walker  y,  Larnb,  9  DowL,  llM,  Patterson,  J., 
said :  "  I  am  far  from  saying  that  the  defendant  should  be 
capable  of  discharging  himself  by  merely  swearing  that  he  has 
no  intention  to  go  abroad.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  that  is 
sufficient,  as  if  it  were  so  it  would  frustrate  the  object  of  the 
act  of  parliament"  And  in  one  1  Ohitty's  Arohbold,  706, 
where  an  applicatio|i  is  made  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not 
the  intention  of  the  defendant  to  leave  England,  he  should 
shew  facts  negativing  such  intention  in  his  affidavit  He 
should  shew,  that  is,  make  it  to  .appear  that  he  was  not  about 
to  quit  England. 

I  am  of  opinion  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 


LAYTON   V.    MoLEAN. 

PLAnmrr  wiixfat  to  Mt  adde  tn  awMd  made  in  the  d«tendMt*i  Uwot  on  thrta  fffoundi, 
(L)  Miaoooduet  on  tho  part  of  the  artkiiimtor.  (2.)  Refural  to  reoelve  evldenoe  for  the  plaln- 
tfll,  and  (S)  the  examination  of  a  witneie  for  the  detanoe  in  Iho  plalntlfl*!  aheenoe.  The  Court 
helog  of  the  opinion  that  plaintiff  had  entirely  failed  on  all  his  ground^  the  role  to  Mt 
ailde  the  award  waa  diaeharged  witheoeta^ 

DesBarres,  J.,  now,  (August  15th,  1874,)  delivered  judg- 
ment, as  follows : — 

In  this  case  a  rule  nisi  was  granted  in  August^  187S,  to 

set  aside  the  award  made  in  favor  of  defendant  by  Mr. 

86* 
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Oldright,  to  whom  all  matters  in  difference  therein  were 
referred  under  a  rule  of  this  Court.  The  suit,  it  appears,  was 
brought  for  rent  of  a  house  and  premises  at  Amkerst^  belonging 
to  plaintiff,  and  damages  or  double  rent  for  holding  the 
ptemiseH  beyond  the  period  of  the  tenancy.  Also,  for  not 
keeping  the  premises  in  repair,  and  for  turning  a  stream  of 
water  into  the  plaintiffs  garden,  and  into  and  against  the  wall 
of  the  house,  whereby  the  garden  and  wall  were  injured,  &a 

The  rule  for  setting  aside  the  award  was  granted  on  two 
affidavits,  one  made  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  other  by  his 
attorney,  Mv,  Charles  J.  Townshend;  by  the  first  of  which  the 
plaintiff,  among  other  things,  charges  the  arbitrator  with 
irregular  and  improper  conduct  in  condu(^ting  the  arbitration 
and  making  up  his  award,  by  going  to  the  house  of,  and 
receiving  and  hearing  the  evidence  of  Bayard  Dodge,  relating 
to  the  matters  in  dispute  in  the  cause,  in  the  absence  of 
plaintifi,  or  of  any  person  on  his  behalf.  Also,  with  declining 
to  receive  the  evidence  of  an  important  witness  for  plaintiff, 
named  Embi^ee,  whose  testimony  the  plaintiff  states  he  had 
reason  to  believe  would  or  should  have  influenced  the  decision 
of  the  arbitrator.  Also  alleging  that  the  award  was  not 
final  and  conclusive  in  reference  to  all  the  matters  referred  to 
the  arbitrator,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  award  concerning 
certain  matters  specially  referred  to  him  by  the  mutual 
agreement  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  hearing,  relating  to 
a  claim  made  by  defendant  on  plaintiff  for  damages,  which  it 
was  agree<J  should  be  referred  to  the  arbitrator,  together  with 
the  mattera  sued  for  in  this  suit,  and  that  the  arbitrator  should 
n)ake  an  award  as  well  concerning  the  matters  in  respect  of 
which  the  action  was  brought  as  upon  the  defendant's  counter 
claim  for  damages  against  the  plaintiff.  That  the  arbitrator 
heard  the  evidence  in  respect  of  defendant's  claith  for  damages, 
all  of  which  was  irregular  and  improper  on  the  part  of  the 
arbitrator,  unless  he  intended  to  make  an  award  concerning 
the  same,  but  that  the  arbitrator  made  no  award  whatever 
concerning  such  claim,  and  left  the  plaintiff  liable  to  be 
prosecuted  in  respect  of  it  That  this  evidence  must  necessarily 
have  materially  influenced  the  mind  and  judgment  of  the 
arbitrator  in  making  his  award,  and  that  the  plaintiff  believed 
the  award  he  made  was  in  gross  violation  of  the  evidence 
adduced  before  him. 
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The  affidavit  of  Mr.  T(ywnshend  states  that  he  Terilj 
believed  the  award  to  be  unjast,  illegal,  and  contrary  to  a 
large  mass  of  untiontradicted  evidence  adduced  by  the  plaintiff, 
who  substantiated  clearly  all  the  several  allegations  In  his 
declaration,  and  that  the  award  was  so  grossly  opposed  to  the 
approved  facts  as  to  exhibit  undue  bias  and  partiality  on 
the  part  of  the  arbitrator  in  making  it  That  he  clearly  and 
distinctly  pointed  out  to  the  arbitrator  the  fact  that  on 
defendant's  own  pleadings  he  was  indebted  to  plaintiff  in  $4. 
That  the  arbitrator  was  guilty  of  irregular  and  improper 
conduct  in  conducting  the  arbitration,  and  in  making  up  his 
award  by  receiving  the  evidence  of  Bayard  Dodge,  as  detailed 
in  plaintiff's  affidavit,  which  he,  (Mr.  TovmahendJ  had  read 
over  and  declared  to  be  correct  on  the  facts  therein  stated. 
That  the  arbitrator  informed  the  plaintiff  and  himself  that  he 
intended  viewing  the  premises  in  dispute  with  Bayard  Dodff$, 
and  requested  both  parties  to  be  present,  but  that  the  arbitrator 
did  not  intimate,  nor  clid  he,  (Mr.  TawnshendJ  know  that  the 
arbitrator  intended  to  examine  Bayard  Dodge  without  the 
parties  or  their  counsel  beidg  present  to  examine  him.  That 
the  arbitrator  declined  to  receive  the  evidence  of  EUsha 
Emhree^  an  important  witness  on  behalf  of  plaintiff,  whose 
evidence  would  have  been  material  on  his  behalf,  and  that 
being  misled  by  certain  expressions  of  the  arbitrator  on  one 
branch  of  the  case,  he  did  not  produce  witnesses  before  him  in 
reference  thereto.  That  the  award  is  not  final  in  reference  to 
all  the  matters  submitted  to  the  arbitrator,  and  that  no  award 
having  been  made  at  all  in  reference  to  a  counter  claim  for 
damages  set  up  against  the  plaintiff  after  a  clear  and  express 
agreement  was  made  and  entered  into  between  both  parties 
and  their  counsel,  that  the  whole  claim  of  defendant  for 
damages,  as  well  as  those  sued  for  by  plaintiff,  should  be 
arbitrated  and  decided  upon  by  him.  That  he  (Mr.  Town* 
ahendy)  would  not  have  consented  that  the  arbitrator  should 
hear  the  evidence  in  respect  of  defendant's  claim  for  damages 
if  he  had  not^  supposed  such  claim  would  have  been  arbitrated 
upon,  but  that  as  the  award  now  stands,  the  plaintiff  is  still 
liable  to  be  sued  by  defendant  for  those  very  matters  which 
were  then  referred  to  him.  That  no  award  having  been  made 
in  respect  to  plaintifi's  claim  lor  damages,  and  the  money^ 
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paid  into  Coart  by  defendant  having  been  paid  solely  for  rent 
admitted  to  be  due  by  him,  the  award  could  not  be  pleaded  in 
answer  to  any  action  brought  for  recovery  of  said  damages* 
Lastly,  that  it  was  proved  and  not  denied  that  defendant 
overheld  the  house  and  premises  mentioned  in  the  writ,  and 
yet  no  damages,  rent,  or  compensation  was  allowed  by  the 
arbitrator  for  such  overfaolding. 

Some  of  these  charges  are  of  a  grave  character,  and,  if 
unanswered,  would  doubtless  be  sufficient  to  invalidate  the 
award.  Others  are  not  important,  but  the  whole  of  them 
have  been  met  and  answered  by  the  other  side  in  a  way  that, 
to  my  mind,  fully  exonerates  the  arbitrator  from  the 
imputation  of  misconduct  and  partiality  attributed  to  him  in 
conducting  the  arbitration,  shewing  that,  so  far  from  acting 
improperly,  his  conduct  throughout  the  whole  inquiry  waa 
marked  by  fairness  and  impartiality  to  both  parties.  The 
defendant  says  that  the  award  made  in  the  cause  is  not  and 
was  not  made  in  opposition  to  uncontradicted  evidence,  nor 
was  it  at  variance  with  the  facts  of  the  case  as  proved,  nor 
nor  does  he  believe  that  the  arbitrator  was  biased  in  his 
favor,  nor  did  he  exhibit  at  any  time  any  partiality  towards 
him,  but,  on  the  contrary,  during  the  whole  period  of  the 
arbitration  strictly  abstained  from  expressing,  c^ven  by 
implication,  any  opinion  upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  hb 
whole  conduct  was  marked  by  the  strictest  impartiality  and 
fairness.  That  it  is  utterly  false  and  untrue  that  Charles  J. 
Townahend,  Esquire,  pointed  out  to  the  arbitrator  that  he, 
(defendant,)  was  clearly  indebted  as  regards  the  rent  to 
plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $4,  and  that  the  arbitrator  admitted 
the  correctness  of  such  statement  when  so  pointed  out  to  him, 
and  positively  declares  that  the  arbitrator,  during  the  whole 
investigation,  abstained  <i>om  expressing  any  opinion  on  any 
matter  in  the  whole  caeei  He  says  it  is  quite  true  he  did  not 
set  up  a  claim  during  the  investigation  of  this  cause  before 
the  arbitrator  for  the  plaintiff  interfering  with  him  while  he 
had  the  premises  rented  of  him  and  held  as  tenant,  on  account 
of  his  breaking  open  his  gate,  using  the  lane,  and  taking 
partial  possession  of  the  bam,  but  Mr.  Towntlhend  objected  to 
the  daim  being  set  up,  or  the  evidence  being  introduced  on 
the  arbitration,  and  after  a  long  altercation,*  it  was  finally 
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agreed  tliat  the  arbitrator  shoald  hear  the  evidence  upon  the 
daim  set  up  atid  consider  it  or  not,  as  he  plecbeed.  But  he 
distinctly  and  positively  states  that  it  never  was  agreed  that 
it  should  be  especially  referred  to  the  arbitrator,  to  be  specially 
mentioned  in  his  award.  This  never  was  done  or  agreed  to, 
but  merely  that  he  should  hear  the  evidence,  and  then  consider 
it  or  notj  as  he  pleased.  That  the  aspersions  of  partiality  and 
misconduct  cast  upon  the  arbitrator  by  plaintiff  and  his 
attorney  are  wntme  and  unjiint,  and  not  warranted  by  the 
demeanor  and  conduct  of  the  arbitrator.  That  he  saw  nothing, 
by  act,  conduct,  or  deed  of  the  arbitrator,  that  would  justify 
the  charge  of  partiality  alleged  against  him. 

Mr.  W.  A.  Moree  says  that  he  has  no  hesitation  in  stating 
that  the  charge  of  partiality  and  misconduct  made  by  plaintiff 
nnd  Mr.  Townehend^  hie  attorney,  against  the  arbitrator  is 
wholly  false  and  wntrue.    That  during  the  period  of  the 
arbitration  the  arbitrator  carefully  abstained  from  expressing 
any  opinion  upon  the  merits  of  the  case  either  way ;  never 
declined  to  receive  evidence  ihaJt  was  tendered,  bvA  on  the 
eontrary,  exhibited  the  vJtmost  patience  during  a  long  investi- 
gation, in  which  a  great  deal  of  altercation  took  place  between 
the  plaintiff's  attorney  and  himself,  and  conducted  himself 
during  the  whole  period  with  the  strictest  impartiality  and 
iaimess.    Thai  the  arbitrator  never  declined  or  refused  to 
recdw  ike  evidence  ^  one  Misha  Embree.    Mr.  Townskend 
offered  to  produce  him  as  a  witness,  stating  that  he  intended 
to  prove  by  him  that  d^^ndant  had  once  been  his  tenant,  and 
had  left  his  premises  in  a  bad   condition.    The  arbitrator 
merely  ask^  Mr.  Townskend  if  he  thought  such  evidence 
relative  to  the  issue  in  this  cause,  and  Mr.  Townshend  did  not 
insist  upon  having  the  witness  or  his  testimony  heard.    That 
with  respect  to  the  counter  claim  for  damages  set  up  bj 
defendant,  it  was  agreed,  after  a  long  altercation  between 
plaintiffs  attorney  and  himself,  that  the  arbitrator  should 
hear  the  testimony  on  it,  and  either  consider  it  or  nyect  it, 
fust  as  he  chose,  bni  it  never  was  stipulated  or  mentioned  that 
it  should  be  specially  refen*ed  to  him,  with  a  view  of  being 
specially  mentioned  in   the  award  in  this  cause;   on  the 
contrary,  no  such  arrangethent  was  ever  made.    That  with 
regard  to  Mr*  Dodge,  he   was   merely  permitted,  by  the 
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concurrence  of  both  Mr.  Tifwn^iend  and  himself,  and  at  the 
request  <>f  the  arbitrator  to  be  allowed  to  accompany  him  to 
ascertain  the  amount  of  damage  done,  as  a  master  carpenter, 
after  all  or  nearly  all  the  proof  of  damage  had  been  given, 
and  that  he  went  with  the  arbitrator  to  examine  the  premise^ 
with  both  plaintiff  and  defendant,  as  the  arbitrator  informed 
both  Mr.  Towvahend  and  himself  after  the  examination  took 
place,  and  that  in  justice  to  the  arbitrator  he  felt  himself 
obliged  to  state  that  the  allegations  contained  in  the  affidavit 
of  plaintiff  and  his  attorney  of  bias  and  misconduct  on  the 
part  of  the  arbitrator  are  most  unjust  and  untrue,  and  quite 
uncalled  for  by  the  conduct  or  demeanor  of  the  arbitrator 
during  the  whole  investigation. 

Bayard  Dodge  states  that  the  arbitrator  called  upon  him» 
during  the  pendency  of  the  arbitration,  to  go  with  him  and 
examine  the  premises,  with  the  view  of  finding  out,  as  ^e 
stated,  the  real  amount  of  damage  done  the  premises.  That 
he  at  first  declined  to  go  with  him,  but  on  his  stating  that 
Mr.  Moi*9e  and  Mr.  Townahend  had  consented  to  his  going,  he 
then  went  and  examined  the  premises,  with  the  greatest  care» 
and  found  no  damage  beyond  the  reasonable  wear  and  tear^ 
and  that  he  could  hot,  nor  could  the  said  arbitrator,  aftor 
allowing  for  reasonable  wear  and  toar,  find  any  amount 
wherewith  to  charge  the  defendant,  and  both  plaintiff  and 
defendant  were  with  the  arbitrator  and  himself  when  they 
examined  the  premises.  That  he  was  in  Arnherst^  and  could 
have  been  called  as  a  witness,  and  examined  by  either  party„ 
had  they  wished  to  do  sa  and  adds  that  it  is  quite  false  and 
untrue  that  the  arbitrator  went  to  his  house  and  heard  and 
received  his  testimony  relative  to  the  mattors  in  dispute,-^ 
such  is  not  and  was  not  thd  case. 

It  will  be  perceived  there  are  three  grounds  on  which  the 
award  of  the  arbitrator  ie  sought  to  be  set  aside.  First» 
t^e  misconduct  of  the  arbitrator.  Second,  the  refusal  of  the 
arbitrator  to  receive  evidence  for  the  plaintiff.  Third,  the 
examination  of  a  witness  for  the  defence  in  the  absence  of 
the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  having  entirely  failed  to  establish 
either  of  these  grounds,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  nisi 
for  setting  aside  the  award  must  be  discharged  with  costs.. 
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McDonald  v.  qeldert. 

PLAnmrr  nada  mi  oral  agraMiiiBt  with  O..  the  owner  of  a  ROkl  claim,  to  work  a  portion 
«f  tha'dalm,  plaintiff  raoalvlng  two-thlrda  o(  tha  proflte  after  pajrlng  all  axpontoi.  Defemlaiit, 
•cilnc  aa  Biieriff  of  the  Ooun^  of  Hanta,  levied  upon  and  told  oertalo  gold  Uken  out  of  the 
ulna  by  pUutifl  on  an  axacuttoa  a^net  O.  Plalutifl  haTlng  brought  troTer  tor  the  gold  so 
takan,  and  a  raidtet  having  paaaad  In  hia  favor. 

Btid,  (L)  Thai  under  the  agnemant  to  work  the  mine  for  a  ahara  of  the  proflte.  no  inter* 
«tln  the  mine  waa  (ranalerred  to  plaintiff  wittiin  the  meaning  of  aectloa  four  of  the  SUtute 
oinnada. 

(S.)  Tliat  the  aherlff  ahould  have  aokl  only  the  execution  debton  ihare,  leaving  the  pur 
flhaaar  to  aetUe  with  the  plaintiff. 

(B.J  That  though  the  verdict  for  pbdntlff  might  be  aet  aalde  and  a  nem-  Ulal  order«»d,  it  not 
appearing  that  defendant  by  the  aale  put  It  out  of  the  plalntUTa  pow«r  to  take  the  proiierty, 
or  pnnoa  hi*  rtmedy  agaloat  the  purchaeer,  yet  the  plaintiff  having  an  undoubted  ri;;ht  to 
A  ahara,  if  not  the  whole  of  the  goki,  under  the  equitable  powen  of  the  Court,  It  ought  to  be 
nfarrad  to  a  Maater  to  aaoertaln  the  agreement  between  plaintiff  and  O..  take  an  account  of 
theaxpanaaa  of  woridngthe  mine,  4c.,  and  report  the  balauoe  If  any,  which  waa  due  by  the 
fliintiff  to  O.  at  the  time  of  the  levy.  The  qoaation  of  ooeta  to  be  decided  after  the  making 
oftheMaatec'anport. 

McDonald,  J.^  now,  (December  8th,  1874.)  delivered 
judgment,  as  follows : — 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  in.  1870  made  an  oral  agreement 
with  one  Charles  Oay,  who  owned  a  free  gold  claim  at 
Renfrew,  that  he,  the  plaintiff,  would  work  that  part  of  the 
mine  called  the  Bayne  shaft  for  two-thirdH  of  the  profits  after 
paying  expenses.  The  agreement  was  to  continue  in  force 
for  four  weeks,  or  until  Gay  would  return  home  after  some 
absence  in  the  United  States,  whither  he  yeas  about  to  proceed. 
The  plaintiff  was  to  make  all  the  advances  and  bear  all  the 
losses,  if  any,  attending  the  work.  During  the  time  the 
agreement  was  in  force  the  plaintiff  worked  the  mine,  took 
gold  out  of  the  quartz,  and  had  it  in  amalgam,  when  the 
plaintiff,  as  Sheriff  of  the  County  of  Hants,  seized  it  under  an 
execution  against  Oay,  and  had  it  rendered  into  pure  gold 
and  sold.  Upon  this  the  plaintiff  brought  trover  for,  among 
other  .things,  fifty  ingots  of  gold,  fifty  ingots  of  gold  amalgam. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  that  he  did  not  convert,  &c 
Second,  that  the  property  was  not  that  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
third  and  fourth,  a  justification  for  the  seizing  and  taking, 
under  an  execution  against  Gay,  alleging  the  property  to  be 
that  of  the  latter.  At  the  trial  no  evidence  of  a  sale  was 
given,  nor  did  the  defendant's  pleas  of  justification  admit  such 
sale.    But,  at  the  argument,  the  sale  of  all  the  gold  seized  was 
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admitted,  and  the  execution,  with  the  sheriff's  rptuib  endorsed, 
was  produced  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant, 
shewing  that  the  gold,  (17  oz,,  8  dwt.,)  was  sold  for  $31d.S0, 

At  the  trial  a  verdict  was  taken  by  consent  for  the 
plaintiff  for  that  amount  and  interest,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  upon  the  question  whether,  under  the  facts,  the 
action  could  be  maintained  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds^  and 
of  the  doubt,  as  intimated  by  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the 
cause,  that  the  evidence  then  produced  established  the  fact 
of  a;  conversion,  so  as  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover.  The 
defendant  contends  that,  under  the  StattUe  of  Frauds,  no 
property  passed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that,  even  if  he  had  an 
interest,  it  was  only  that  of  a  part  owner,  and  that  the  sheriff 
was  justified  in  seizing  and  selling  the  whole  property  to 
satisfy  an  execution  against  a  co-partner.  It  does  not  appear, 
nor  is  it  contended,  that  Oay  was  the  owner  of  the  soil 
covering  the  mine,  and  no  doubt  his  right  to  the  mine  was 
under  a  different  title  from  that  of  proprietor  of  the  land. 

The  plaintiff  did  not  bring,  this  action  for  injuries  to  the 
mine,  nor  does  he  claim  any  interest  in  it.  What  he  does 
claim  is  that,  by  the  agreement  between  him  and  Oay,  in 
consideration  that  he  should  do  work,  expend  money,  and  run 
risks  in  endeavoring  to  get  gold  out  of  the  mine  of  the  latter, 
he  should  have  a  certain  interest  in  the  gold  so  found,  when 
it  should  be  severed  from  the  mine  and  become  distinct 
property. 

In  order  to  give  one  an  interest  in  the  profits  of  a  business 
it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  have  any  legal  title  to,  or 
interest  in  the  property,  stock,  or  capital  out  of  which  the 
profits  are  to  be  made.  It  was  so  held  in  the  case  of  Smith 
V.  Watson,  2  B.  &  C,  4()1,  where  a  broker  purchased  whale- 
bone for  another,  and  in  lien  of  brr>kerage  was  to  receive  a 
certain  proportion  of  the  profits,  and  bear  a  proportion  of  the 
losses.  In  that  case  the  r(ucstion  was  whether  the  broker  had 
an  interest  in  the  property  out  of  which  the  profits  were  to 
be  made.  In  this  case  it  is  whether  plaintiff  had  an  interest  in 
the  profits  themselves,  (when  so  made,)  which  was  the  gold 
found.  And  in  both  cases- the  same  principle  applies.  Also 
iu  Muyer  v.  Sharpe,  5  Taunt.,  74,  it  was  held  that  a  person 
who  is  paid  by  a  proprietor  of  the  pn^ts  of  an  adventare  is 
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not  necessarily  a  pai*tner  in  the  goods  out  of  which  the  profits 
were  to  be  made.  In  that  case,  Oihba,  J.»  delivering  judgment^ 
said  :  "  I  think  it  clear  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was, 
not  that  Krehmer  ds  Co,  should  have  any  interest  in  the  goods 
themselves,  but  that  they  should  be  interested  in  the  profits 
of  the  concern  only/'  So  in  this '  case  it  is  dear  that  the 
intention  of  the  parties  was,  not  that  the  plaintifl  should  have 
an  interest  in  the  mines  out  of  which  the  profits  were  to  be 
made,  but  in  the  profits  themselves  when  so  made,  and  as  there 
was  no  agreement  nor  intention  to  agree  for  any  interest  in 
or  concerning  lands,  the  Statute  of  Frauds  does  not,  in  my 
opinion,  apply. '  In  Evans  v.  Roberts^  5  B.  &  C,  829,  a  verbal 
agreement  was  made,  on  the  25th  of  September,  for  the  sale  of 
a  then  growing  crop  of  potatoes.  Held,  not  to  be  a  sale 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Holroyd,  J.,  said  that  "  the 
contract  being  for  the  sale  of  the  produce  of  a  certain  quantity 
of  land,  was  a  contract  to  render  what  af  terwai-ds  would  become 
a  chattel,  and  although  some  advantage  might  accrue  to  the 
vendee  by  the  potatoes  remaining  in  the  land,  I  think  that  was 
not  an  interest  in  or  concerning  land  within  the  meaning  of  the 
4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  FraudaJ*  LitUedale,  J.,  said : 
*'  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  sale  of  the  produce  of  the  land, 
whether  it  be  in  a  state  of  maturity  or  not,  provided  it  be  in 
actual  existence  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  is  not  a  sale  of 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or  any  interest  in  or 
concerning  the  same  within  the  meaning  of  the  4th  section  ol 
the  Staiute  of  Frauds^  The  case  of  Jones  v.  FUnt^ 
10  Ad.  &  EL,  p.  763,  also  shews  that  where  it  Ls  not  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  contract  for  any  interest  in  the 
land,  the  Statute  of  Frauds  does  not  apply.  There  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  orally  agreed,  (in  August,)  that  the  defendant 
should  pay  £46  for  the  crop  of  com  on  the  plaintiff's  land  and 
the  profits  of  th6  stubble.  That  the  plaintiff*  was  to  have 
liberty  for  his  cattle  to  run  with  the  defendant's,  and  that  the 
defendant  was  also  to  have  some  potatoes  growing  on  the 
land,  and  whatever  hay  grass  was  in  the  field.  Defendant 
was  to  harvest  the  com  and  dig  up  the  potatoes,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  to  pay  the  tithes.  It  was  held  to  be  a  sale  of 
goods  and  chattels.  Lord  Denman,  pointing  out  the  difference 
between  this  and  the  case  of  Roberts  v.  Evens^  said  that,  in  the 
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one  case,  the  potatoes  were  to  bo  dag  by  the  seller,  in  the 
other  by  the  purchaser ;  but  quotes  from  the  judgment  of  Mr. 
Justice  Holroyd,  who  said :  **  In  this  case  the  potatoes  are  not 
to  be  dug  by  the  buyer,  hut  even  if  that  had  been  part  of  the 
agreement,  I  think  it  would  not  have  been  an  interest  in  the 
land,  but  a  mere  easement.'* 

If,  then,  I  am  correct,  as  I  think  I  am,  in  saying  that  the 
StatuU  of  Fi'avda  does  not  appl}'  in  this  case,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  and  Oay  were  really  partners  in  the  gold  seised,  the 
remaining  questions  are  whether  trover  will  lie  under  the 
evidence ;  and  how  far  in  either  case,  in  view  of  all  the  facts 
now  before  us,  the  Ck)urt  should  exercise  an  equitable  juris- 
diction between  the  parties. 

In  J6h7i8on  v.  Evans,  7  M.  &  O.,  240,  Tindol,  C.  J.,  said : 
''  It  is  an  admitted  general  rule  of  law  that  the  judgment 
creditor  of  any  partner  may  take  an  execution  against  the 
partner,  as  well  his  separate  property  as  his  share  or  interest 
in  all  the  personal  property  of  the  partnership  that  is  tangible 
and  capable  of  being  seized.  And  it  is  undoubtedly  true  that 
in  order  to  make,  and  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  execution 
effectual  against  the  share  of  the  debtor,  partner  in  the  joint 
property,  the  sheriff  must  seize  the  whole,  the  shares  of  the 
two  partners  being  undivided."  But  he  says  that  such  taking 
possession  does  not  convey  any  interest  or  property  whatever 
in  the  other  part  owner's  share.  The  case  of  Mayksw  and 
another,  assignees  of  Mayhew,  v.  Herrick,  7  M.  G.  &  S.,  230,  is 
important  here,  as  it  is  there  held  that,  although  a  sale  by  a 
sheriff  of  the  property  of  partners,  under  an  execution  against 
one  of  them,  does  not,  under  the  circumstances  of  that  case, 
amount  to  a  conversion  for  which  trover  would  lie,  yet  such 
a  sale  under  other  circumstAnces  may  be  treated  as  a  conversion, 
as  where  the  Sheriff  puts  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  co-partner 
of  the  debtor  to  take  the  property  or  parsu€|  his  remedy 
against  the  party  who  got  the  possession  of  ^it.  In  that  case 
a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  his  share  of  the  profita 
was  sustained  by  the  Court,  as  the  declaration,  in  addition  to 
a  count  in  trover,  contained  a  count  setting  forth  the  facts 
specially, — ^as  proved  at  the  triaL 

In  this  cause  there  was  no  evidence  at  the  trial  that  the 
sheriff  sold  the  gold,  and,  as  the  case  then  stood,  a  verdict  for 
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the  plaintiff  could  not'  be  upheld,  the  sheriff  having  the 
undoubted  right  to  seize  the  whole  co-partnership  property 
under  an  execution  against  one  of  the  partners.  We  have 
now,  however,  the  admission  that  he  sold  it  all,  but  what  the 
respective  interests  of  the  partners  in  the  proceeds  are  does 
not  appear, — there,  being  no  evidence  of  the  expense  of 
working  the  mine,  which,  under  the  agreement,  must  be 
deducted  before  a  division  of  the  profits  can  be  made.  In 
strictness  the  sheriff  should  have  sold  but  the  interest  of  Gay, 
whatever  that  might  have  been,  leaving  the  purchaser  to 
settle  with  McDonald,  ArchbolcCs  Practice,  12th  edition, 
659.  But  it  does  not  appear  that  he  so  conducted  himself 
as  to  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  plaintiff  to  take  the 
property,  or  to  pursue  his  remedy  against  the  purchaser ;  and 
therefore,  under  the  authority  of  the  case  just  cited,  the 
verdict  might  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  granted. 

In  the  case  of  Eddie  v.  Davidson,  2  Douglas,  250,  it  was 
held  that  if,  on  an  execution  against  one  of  two  partners,  the 
partnership  goods  are  taken  and  sold  by  the  sheriff,  he  is  to 
pay  over  to  the  other  partner  his  share  of  the  proceeds.  And 
it  was  referred  to  a  Master  to  take  an  account.  That  decision, 
it  is  true,  was  subsequently  questioned  ;  but,  considering  the 
large  equity  powers  of  this  Court,  I  do  not  think  that  such  a 
course  can  be  open  to  exception  here. 

There  have  been  already  two  trials  of  this  cause,  and  the 
plaintiff  having  an  undoubted  right  to  a  share,  if  not  the 
whole  of  the  proceeds  of  the  gold,  it  would  seem  to  be 
unnece&oary,  without  further  enquiry  to  incur  the  expense  of 
a  third  trial  when  justice  can  be  done  in  a  more  expeditious 
and  less  expensive  way.  I  think  it  ought  to  be  referred  to  a 
Master  to  ascertain  the  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and 
Oay,  to  take  an  account  of  the  expense  of  working  the  mine 
under  it,  of  the  sums  paid  or  advanced  by  the  former  to  the 
latter,  the  value  of  the  gold  yielded  by  the  mine  under  the 
agreement,  and  the  sheriff^s  fees  on  the  execution,  and  to 
report  the  balance,  if  any,  which  was  due  by  the  plaintiff  to 
Oay  at  the  time  of  tho  levy;  the  question  of  costs  to  be 
decided  after  the  Master  shall  report 
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ABAKI)ONM£NT,  Notice  of. 

Set  iHtnmAKCB,  Makikb,  1, 8. 

ACTION  for  goods  aold  and  delivexed. 

MiePhter,  Vtd&ria  Coat  Mining  Co •••••    64 


»  Joinder  of  di£ferent  causes  of. 

SobVima, 

ADMINISTRATION,  Letters  of. 

To  an  action  of  replerin  bronght  by  plalntifh  as  adminiitraton  and 
administratrix  of  J.  K.,  defendsnt  pleaded,  among  other  pleat,  a  ple% 
that  the  letters  of  admin  titration  were  noil  and  Toid,  as  naTins  been 

finted  br  the  Judge  of  Probate  for  the  County  of  Colchester,  whereas 
K.,  as  clefendftnt  alleged,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  had  his  domieil  in 
tbe  Odunty  of  Cnmberland.  A  rerdict  baring  been  found  tor  plaintiffs, 
defendant  mo?ed  to  set  it  aside,  on  the  groniid  that  the  issue  raised  by 
the  plea  abore  recited  was  not  submitted  to  the  Jury 

Held,  that  the  issue  was  properly  withheld.  The  Jud^e  who  tried  the 
case  WHS  not  at  liberty  to  admit  any  CTidence  to  impeach  the  ralidity  of 
tlie  letters  ot  administration.  If  defendant  wished  to  attacic  the  letters 
of  administration,  bis  proper  course  was  by  appeal  within  the  time 
prebcribed  in  the  statute. 

Kerr  etal.r,  McLeUan MS 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 

Plaintiflfs  soneht  to  recover  possession  of  a  lot  of  land^ortion.of  an 
island  that  had  oeen  granted  to  sereral  persons,  their  granafhther  being 
one  of  the  grantees,  but  there  was  no  eridence  to  connect  him  with  the 
particular  lot  in  question.  He  held  no  assignment  ot  it,  and  had  ncTor 
claimed  it  in  his  lifstime,  though  he  had  lived  forty  years  after  the 
passing  of  the  grant,  and  many  years  after  those  under  whom  the 
uefendanu  claimed  had  been  living'  upon  it  The  defendants  had  been 
in  possession  of  tbe  lot  for  from  sixty  to  eighty  years  previous  to  aetion 
brought 

Heldf  that  the  Verdict  for  plaintiffs  should  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial 
had. 

Condon  etci,  v.  Davie  et  ol 179 

AFFILIATION,  Evidence  on  application  fo?  order  <»t 

Ovoneeroo^Poorr.MeLeiUm  •.•••••• • m' 
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AMENDMENT. 

8e§  Bail  Pi  bob. 

APPEABANCE  waives  personal  service  of  a  rule. 

Siarr  Manufadwing  Co.  r.  FairitaHki • 46 

ABBITRATOK,  Error  on  the  pert  oil 

5m  Awabd. 
ASSAULT. 

Plaintiff  md  the  two  defendants,  M.  and  H..  were  attending  lervlce  In 
a  oliarcli  of  which  plaintift  and  M.  were  pew-holden  and  H.  the  cnnreh- 
warden.  M.,  conoeiring  that  plaintiff  had  giren  him  CAnie  of  offence 
and  was  interfering  with  hit  famUv,  came  to  the  door  ofp1aink!ff*t  pew 
and,  raiting  hie  clenched  hand  as  tnongh  to  strilte  plainiifr,  ordered  Mm 
out  of  the  rhnrcby  at  the  same  time  applying  to  him  opprohrions  epithets. 
Plaintiff  refnsed  to  go  oot  until  the  service  was  over,  whereupon  defendant 
U.  approached  and  slso  ordered  plaintiff  to  go  ont,  sajing  that  if  he  did 
not  he  would  ha?e  him  expelled.  Plaintiff  thersnpon  wishing,  as  he 
alleged,  to  avoid  a  disturbance  in  the  church,  went  out.  Neither  of  the 
defisndants  had  any  personal  contact  with  the  plaintiff  or  made  aoj 
other  show  of  force  than  as  already  described. 

Plaintiff  sued  lor  damases  for  an  assault,  and  for  wrengfnl  imerfbreneo 
with  his  rights  as  a  pew-holder  in  the  church. 

The  Jury  found  a  Terdict  against  M.  onlj  and  acquitted  EL,  and  M. 
■OTcd  to  set  the  rerdict  aside. 

HM,  WiLKiBS,  J.,  ditsentienU,  that  M.  had  been  gniltj  both  of  a 
"distorbanee  in  the  church  "  and  of  an  aesaalty  and  that  the  verdict 
•hoold  staad. 

Itigl^flM  r,  MerM  d  al 188 

ASSESSMENT,  Appeal  from  lies  to  Sessions  formatters  of  detail 
in  re  Ass8SsmcN<  Sdiool  Rate  Section  4%  Antigonuh 12S 


•,  P0W9R  OF  SBsaiONS  to  Set  aside  where  wrongfully 


made. 
Md m 

ASSIGNEE  IN  INSOLVENCY,  Power  of  over  goods  of  Insol- 
vents. 
Harvey  r.  Catttr 161 

ASSIGNMENT  of  debts. 

An  assignment  ef  a  debt  under  ohapter  IS4  Btoieed  Suautee,  (8rd 
Series,)  sections  63  and  65  ma?  be  made  by  parol  as  well  as  bv  de^. 

Such  an  assignment  is  not  bad  because  of  a  reealting  trust  m  favor  of 
the  assignor,  or  if  made  for  the  indemnitj  of  the  asidgnee  withoat  an 
actual  iulTan<^. 

Where  the  act  required  noMoe  of  an  assignment  to  be  "  served  oo  the 
party  to  be  sued  er  left  si  his  last  place  of  abode," 

Held,  where  the  debtor  was  an  attomej,  that  a  notlee  served  apom 
him  bv  leaving  it  at  his  office  instead  of,  in  the  exact  words  of  the  aet. 
**  at  his  last  place  of  abode  "  was  within  the  spirit  of  tiie  aet 

O'Cmumr.  Weeke 71 


•  •• 


INDBX.  Ill 

ASSIGNMENT  of  policy  of  insarance. 

M.  Brothers,  prior  to  mtkinff  an  aMlgnmeiit  under  the  Insolvent  Act, 
transftrred  ceruin  polieiei  of  insurance  to  the  plaintift,  to  whom  they 
were  Urgelv  indebted  for  adranoea.  The  afsignee  having  claimed  the 
insarance,  ue  insurers  applied  for  and  obtained  an  interpleader. 

HMy  tliat  though  polieiei  ars  nsnallj  aasigned  in  writing,  a  mere 
rerbal  assignment  witn  delivny  givei  the  assignee  an  equitable  right  te 
the  proceeds. 

Aho,  that  in  cases  of  interpleader  a  Court  of  law  may  consider  the 
eqniuhle  rights  of  the  (Parties. 

Manning  t.  Bowman • »• 4S 


OF  BIOHT  TO  GRANT. 

See  CaowH  Lands. 


ATTORNEY,  Notice  of  aasignment  of  debt  may  be  left  at  the 
office  of. 

(yComwrr,  Weeki 71 

AWARD. 

1.  It  is  not  eompetent  to  the  Court  to  set  aside  an  awarit  for  error  of 
judgment  on  the  part  of  arbitrator!  in  the  abtence  of  misconduct  or 
misuke. 

An  award  will  not  be  set  aside  er  sent  back  for  neglect  on  the  part  of 
arbitrators  to  decide  separately  each  of  leveral  matters  referred  to  them, 
when  it  is  not  clearly  expressed  in  the  reference  that  the  matters  referrsd 
ara  to  be  So  decided. 

Bkkard$  t.  Rkkarde ••. S27 

2.  A  rale  absolnte  in  the  first  instaaos  will  not  be  granted  to  enter  Judg- 
ment upon  an  award  giyen  under  a  submission  whieh  was  made  a  rule  of 
Court. 

Young  ^.DeWoCf 4ftS. 

8.  Plaintiff  sought  to  set  aside  aa  award  made  in  the  defendant's  favor 
on  three  grounds.  (I.)  Misconduet  on  the  part  of  the  arbitrator.  (2.) 
Refusal  to  receive  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  and  (3)  the  examination  of  a 
witness  for  the  defence  in  the  plamtiff*8  absence.  The  Court  being  of 
opinion  that  platniiff  had  entirely  failed  on  all  his  grounds,  the  rule  to 
set  aside  the  award  was  discharged  with  coets. 

Laytonr,  McLean • .....••  545 

BAILEE  may  maintain  action  against  wrong-doer. 

Plaintiff  was  entrusted  with  the  possession  of  certain  goods  by  the 
owner,  who  was  about  to  leave  the  Province,  to  be  forwaided  to  him. 
With  this  intention  the  goods  were  sent  to  a  wharf  to  be  shipped  by  a 
vessel  then  lying  there,  but  there  was  no  formal  delivery  to  the  master  er 
any  one  on  board.  The  defendant,  who  shewed  no  justification,  caused 
the  goods  to  be  taken  and  sold. 

Hddf  that  until  the  assent  of  the  master  of  the  vessel  to  rsoeive  the 
goods  was  shewn,  they  remaineU  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  as 
special  owner,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  maintain  an  action  against  a  wrong* 
doer. 

Sai|/^if  T.  Be  Wes M4 

86« 


ir  INDEX. 

BAIL-PIECR 

AppHcttion  wu  made  to  Ml  aside  a  bafl-piaea  antared  into  oa  baUT 
of  deiendantt  on  an  appeal,  apoo  the  monda ; 

Fira:  that  one  of  m  bail  was  a  daiaodMit  in  tba  aolion. 

Second :  that  be  was  a  barrlstar  and  ationiair  of  iba  Cbart. 

Third:  that  neitber  of  tha  bail  bad  JaatlM  in  an  aaoont  dooble  the 
naBonnt  of  tHa  vardlet. 

HM^  as  to  tha  first  objaetioo,  that  the  tet  of  one  of  tha  bail  bdng  a 
atoek-holdor  in  the  defendant  eompanj-  did  not  Ineapadtnta  him  from 
becoming  bail  As  to  the  second » that  not  baTing  praetiaed  for  nearly 
balf-a  eentnrr,  the  objection  did  not  apply,  and,  lastly,  that  the  thira 
objection  nomd  be  enied  by  aoMndmont  wnkh  dM  Oonn  had  power  to 
grant. 

Trmmimy.  Halifaut  Qa»  Ught  C9 1S5 

BANKRUFTCT,  Diachaige  ixu 

9m  Jnaamonov  of  Conn,  I. 

BIGAMT. 

The  daibndan.^  hnsband  having  deaartsd  her  for  n  period  of  npwarda 
of  syen  years,  and  defendant  baring  oontnclod  a  sccoiid  naniage.  On 
an  indictment  (br  bigamy. 

EM,  that  it  was  Incnmbent  npbo  the  ptoascatJon  to  shew  knowledge 
an  the  part  of  the  defendant  of  the  feet  that  her  hnsbnad  waa  Brings  and 
that  in  the  abseaee  of  sneh  proof  Hia  oonrietion  ooaki  aot  be  anataiaed. 

Tim  Qimmr,JMny •••..«•.•»•••«•  ••»•••#. •••••• 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANOE,  Stamping  ot 

BILL  OF  SALE. 

1.    Plaintiff  brooglR  replerin  agalttst  dafeadbat,  a  sheriff,  fer  goods 
on  eaeention,  bat  dalosed  by  ^alntiff  nnder  a  lagiatersd  MB  of  aale  fraas 
the  party  against  whom  the  exeention  lasned,  and  who  waa  anflersd  la 
rsmaln  in  possession.    The  principal  qnastton  oa  the  trial  waa  the  5simi 
Jkh»  of  the  bIH  of  sale,  and,  the  jfaty  hariag  feaad  fer  the  plaiatiff, 

HM,  aotwitbetanding  saapleiona  dienm«taaeea,  that  their  vcrdlet 
coaM  not  be  set  aside.    Aba,  thai  tha  pUiiatiff  who  bad  had  a  eymboUa 
dalirary.  aiid  had  a  right  to  immadlaia  poaaassfoa,  had  saflsieet 
aion  to  maitttain  the  actloar 

MtNak  r. 


1.  Deieadant  aeeepced  a  bill  of  sola  aad  rsealvad  delhrenr  af  a  hoos^  cart, 
aad  harness  horn  MeC.  to  sscnra  adnneaa  made^oa'the  Mth  off  lepia- 
aantations  by  both  plaintiff  and  HeC.  that  the  proper^  was  Ihataf  MeC 
aad  that  pUiailff  had  ao  claim  tail. 

HM^  that  defeadaat  bad  a  right  la  latahi  the  paaperigr*  at  all  ataali 
■atU  he  was  paid. 

CarrT.  Caniiriea/ ••••»..#•••••«•••• 70 

BOND  FOR  APPEAL. 

Sis  Smnarr,  I,  IL 


SuBSTT  OH  iifaoiiARoao. 
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BOND,  Liability  of  parties  ta 

^  N99m  Soitim^.  F^mm  ^  9i ^ 141 


BBOKERy  Obligation  to  communicate  facts  to  ctistomer. 

Smojf€ry. Cfm§ ,  v. ,«.%•%•..>...«•.>,<»>. .••.. « 77 

CAPIAa 

On  a  rale  le  tet  aiide  a  capias  and  caned  the  Ml  bond,  tlie  dcTeadani 
swora  that  he  had  no  intention  of  leavinir  the  prorinee  nntil  after  the 
"determinadon  of  the  wAu  and  then  ont j  for  a  tnoit  tine,  and  with  the 
faitention  of  letnrnhig.  It  appeared,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  defend- 
ant had  tiattd  hSa  inieniioo  of  leavinfc  the  pTOvinre,  and  had  disposed  of 
all  his  property,  with  tho  exeeption  of  a  portion  of  a  farm  of  little  Talae, 
and  was  rsshMna.at  the  hovse  o'a  brotbor,  haviny  no  home  of  his  own. 

The  mle  was  disHiarged. 

npp0ty.(kmfMl ^..^ s«....*  •.., MS 

CABBIEB,  Action  against  by  |Mssenger  for  loss  of  luggage. 

Plain  riff,  a  passenger  fkrom  Hallika  to  Portland  by  one  cf  defendant 
Do/s  steamers^  sned  for  the  Taloe  cf  her  traak,  which  she  allcKod  had 
been  placed  In  the  hands  of  the  Co.'s  serrants  and  a  check  given  her 
theiclor.  Dcfandants  denied  receipt  of  the  tmnk,  and  esTe  evidence 
Vhaf  plaintMT  had  recehrcd  the  «lieck,  not  froni  them,  Imt  from  the 
cabman  wIm>  had  drhren  her  to  the  wharf.  At  the  trial  the  learned  Judge 
was  inclined  to  grant  a  mofion  lor  a  non  soit,  hat  consented  to  hear 
dethndant*s  evidence,  and  take  a  verdict  snlject  to  the  opiaien  of  the 
Conrt,  wheieupon  a  verdfet  was  tendarcd  by  consent  for  nlaintUf  lor  the 
ftill  amoant  claimed.    Tne  ^aestion  was  parelj  one  of  fact,  the  cnly 

Chit  ol  law  Involved  belag  as  to  whether  tne  plaintiff  oaght  not  to  have 
ana  eAj^a^-^nanli^^l 
m  WMMaissa. 

HMf  that  there  sbonid  he  a  new  trial,  as  the  case  was  csm  for  a  jmy 
onlj,  aod  not  for  the  Coart  to  decide. 

8limpm^w.NmtEm^^miidlN4l)aSoUim8.S.(h 184 

CEBTIORABI. 

1.  Where  every  nailsrial  foet  In  the  aftdavlt  apoa  which  acsrfMron  waa 
fonnded  waa  negatived  ia  the  aAdavIt  of  the  ether  sMe^ 

£rAf,  that  thecfrffoierf  mast  be  gnashed. 

Where  the  grannds  of  an  appeal  from  an  aweeseient  are  simply  matters 
ef  detail  the  appeal  shoald  he  primaiily  to  the  Oeart  of  Sessions  and  not 
la  the  BnprsMe  OoarL 

The  Oonrt  of  Ssasiona  has  power  to  set  eside  a  whole  asssssnwnt 
where  it  manlfostly  appears  tliat  it  has  been  Inegnlariy  and  therefore 
illegally  made. 

/a  re  AasassaMnI  SoAeW  Beta  Sseciea  41,  idal^enM Ita 

1.  Aceeedings  having  been  taken  to  lay  oat  eertala  roads  nnder  chapter 
CO,  R§vh6d  5leCates,  (Srd  Scries,)  all  the  requisites  were  complied  with 
and  the  rsport  deljr  coatrmed  by  the  Sessions.  Klghieen  ssonths  snb- 
seanently  plaintiff;  throogh  whose  propeitj  the  road  pnemd,  applied  by 
errit  of  certiorari  to  have  the  preceedhigl  revleered  and  set  aside  by  the 
Snprsme  Conrt.  He  had  not  appearsd  befors  the  Sessioas  nor  atade 
there  aay  olfeetfoa  to  the  coaf  rmailom  of  the  report. 

HMt  that  having  emitted  to  do  so,  and  the  proeeedlngs  having  been 
conf  rmed  by  a  eoart  of  eompetsnt  aatboriiy  having  Jansdioiioa  ia  the 
oHUier,  his  epplieation  shonld  he  rsfnsed. 

i)iSyilfT.2VemaJii si «/..«. •.,v..«^...^.  .^..^^ *•%•%« 4lft 
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CHURCH-WARDEN,  Powers  o£ 

Sm  Assault. 

COLORABLE  TITLK 

To  acqaire  n  cotorable  tills  to  tend  ondsr  a  roid  dssd  thsrs  Dort  bs 
open  and  continaed  acta  of  poaMBston  of  toms  part  of  lbs  tend  embmcsd 
within  the  deed.  Where  the  deed  relied  on  aa  Klring  color  of  tiUe  givea 
BO  boundaries,  descripUon,  or  deaignatlon  of  the  tend.  It  can  bars  no 
effect  beyond  the  actuJ  occopnttoo  or  Impsovemeiu. 

Boyd^.MillH 

CONDITIONAL  PAY^fENT. 

dee  PmovissomT  Notb,  Aw 

CONDITIONAL  SALK 

C.  P.  obtained  a  piano  front  P.  ft  S.  on  hire;  wftik  tbe  prfrH^  of  pn^ 
ehastng  it  far  ^50,  by  paving  certain  Hiatalmenta  wilbin  a  eeiimin  tinis^ 
Among  other  conUitiont  or  a  written  agrsement  entered  Into  bjr  C.  P.  at 
the  time  of  receiving  the  piano  ware,  that  it  abonld  remain  the  property 
ot  P.  ft  S.  nntil  full^  paid  for,  that  in  default  of  any  inatalnant  tbmr 
might  retnme  poeaession  without  prariont  demand,  and tbni  0.  P.  abonfd 
pay  intereet  upon  the  pnrchaae  money  at  7  per  cent.  C.  P.  paid  oojr 
two  initolnents  amounting  to  tlMj  and  then  became  IneolTent.  On  r. 
ft  S.  claiming  the  niaao  they  were  oppoied  by  H.  L.,  a  oeditor  of  C.  P., 
who  claimed  under  an  asaignment  maoe  to  htm  by  C  P^  aaaeenrity  for  hk 
dtbt,  and  recciTed  by  him  without  any  knowledgs  of  the  agrganteot  widi 
P.  &  S.  This  asf  tgnment  was  duly  oled  and  r^teved.  The  Judge  in 
Insolrenej  decided  against  the  cUim  of  P.  ft  S.  upon  tlw  gnmnda,-^ 
that  tbe  agreeraent  with  them  was  roid  for  osury,  interest  at  7  par  cent, 
bein^  provided  for ;  that  having  left  the  piano  In  C.  Pa  possession  after 
the  time  for  his  paying  for  It  had  expind,  they  could  not  set  up  their 
cUim  against  a  bona  Jidt  purchaser,  and  that  their  agrsement  should 
have  been  filed  and  registered.    On  appeal  to  the  Supremo  Cburt* 

Held^  Thai  tbe  Usury  statnte  did  not  apply  at  all,  aa  It  waa  not  tlie 
case  of  a  loan  but  a  conditional  sale  ;  that  the  claim  of  P  ft  3.  was  not 
prejudiced  by  their  not  having  taken  back  the  piano  as  soon  as  tbe  timo 
waa  up  ;  that  C.  P's  agreement  with  them  not  beingin  the  nature  of  a 
btU  of  sale  did  not  require  to  bs  registered,  and  that  P.  ft  8.  should  have 
the  piano  on  paying  to  U.  L.  ths  amount  they  had  rscsivsd  on  Its  aoooont 
from  C.  P. 

When  obtaining  tbe  mls  ntsi  from  the  Judge  in  Insoirsney  P  ft  8.  did 
not  produce  the  original  agreement  of  C.  P.  with  them 

Held,  That  they  were  not  thereby  preclnded  from  prodnciny  it  at  lbs 
argument  of  the  rule  or  accounting  for  ita  non-production. 

In  n  CharUt  Pjfk9 , S4S 

CONFUSION  OF  GOODa 

See  Nbw  Tbi jll,  2. 
Stewarir.  Wheder * 414 

CONSIDERATION,  Conveyanse  void  foi  want  of  valaabla. 

Smkk  V.  McLean  etal.,,,, •..*•...•••• • v.^lOi 

CONSTRUCTIVE  TOTAL  LOSS. 

8€9  IirsvimuroB,  Mauistb^  1,  S,  5. 
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CONTRACT. 


IMendanti  kad  deali  with  H.  4  Co.  for  some  time,  not  iLiKnring  tlMw 
to  be  ajpents  for  plaintiff,  but  oontidering  tliem  ae  prindpab,  the  bills 
fendered  to  tfaero  Ipr  H.  4  Co.,heing:  alwavs  in  their  own  name  HaTing 
pnrehaesd  a  ^aaatitj  of  plaintitTs  soods  from  H.  &  Co.,  a  bill  was  ren- 
^red  to  them  In  H.  4  Ck)'s  name  bat  sabseqaently  another  bill  was  sent 
in  the  name  of  plaintiff.  H.  k  Co.  became  tnsoWeiit  after  delivery  of  the 
goods,  and  delendants  did  not  pny  them  for  them,  ee  they  had  a' contra 
aeoomit.  On  beinir  saed  by  plaintiff  they  pleaded  the  contra  account, 
and  paid  tlw  dliersnce  into  Oonrt. 

The  evidenoe  at  the  trial  was  very  contradietory  and  coofiicttng,  bat 
the  inrr  foond  Ibr  defiradants. 

Meia,  That  tfm  ntrdict  shoald  net  be  distarbed,  and  that  the  payment 
into  Coart  was  no  admiasion  oi  defendants'  Kabiliiy  beyond  the  amoant 

Kid  ia. 
urdw.Amhrmn'etal ^ 181 

I.  -Action  npon  a  special  oontraet  ia  the  natare  of  a  (tnarantee,  alle- 
ging "  that  defendant  gare  a  special  promise,  and  made  a  special  agree- 
ment to  par  the  plidntiff  the  amount  one  from  one  D.  Mel.,  the  father  of 
defendant.  Defendant  demurred ,  hecanae,  among  other  grounds,  "  the 
consideration  Ihr  malting  or  giving  the  special  promise  pr  agreement  was 
not  net  forth  in  either  ocmnt  of  plaintifTa  declaration.^' 

HMt  That  there  shoald  be  judgmeot  for  the  defendant  npon  the 
^munrer. 


CampbtU  w.  iielmtie 287 

8.  Plaintiff  was  sob-contractor  to  defendant,  who  was  engaged  in  the  erec* 
tion  of  a  large  Snilding.  Defendant  was  under  agreement  with  the 
owner  of  the  haildittg  to  have  it  flniehed  wjthin  a  certain  time  or  to  pav 
a  penalty  for  each  week  thereafter,  and  when  contracting  with  plain  tiff  it 
<was  agreed  upon  between  them  that  if  the  penalty  shoald  be  Incnrred 
through  thedilatorinesi  of  the  plaintiff,  the  amount  of  the  penalty  should 
iw  deducted  from  the  sum  to  be  paid  by  defendant  to  plidntiff  under  the 
sub-contract.  The  completion  ot  the  baildlag  was  delayed  for  several 
ireekn,  and  the  defbndant,  alleging  that  this  was  the  faalt  of  the  plaintiff, 
withheld  the  amount  of  the  penaltv  when  settling  ap  with  him,  and  npon 
being  sued  therefor  aleaded  that  met,  to  which  plaintiff  replied  that  the 
lasea  f 


•delay  was  not  ceased  by  his  diUtorineM.  but  by  the  defendant  requiring 
him  to  do  extra  work,  and  also  by  defendant  oet  being  ready  for  him 
when  he  beiran  te  work.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  oa  all  the 
issoca  thus  raised. 

Held,  That  the  verdict  shoald  not  be  disturbed. 
iSbMtv.Bnmtsa..^*.. ^ ^...« ^ 408 

4.  Delendanti  iiMtnicted  their  agents  at  New  York  to  charter  a  ahlp  to 
carryoertri  n  goods  thence  to  Sydner,  C  B.  The  agents  chartered  plain- 
tifb'  ship,  and  the  voyage  was  carried  oat  and  the  goods  ilelivered,  and 
received  by  defisndanta.  On  the  way  to  Sydney  the  vpasel  called  at  Hal- 
ifax, whersone of  the  defendants,  who  had  previously  received  the  char- 
ter-party, visited  her.  He  was  also  present  at  Sydney  when  the  goods 
were  delivered.  On  neither  ocasion  did  he  make  any  ohlection  to  the 
freight  payable  under  the  charter,  hot  subsequently  re/nsed  to  pay  it  on 
the  groand  that  the  freight  wa«  too  high,  and  that  hie  agenu  had 
erceeded  their  authority  in  entering  into  the  charter-party  at  that  rate. 

£fW(/,  That  not  having  made  any  obiection  either  at  Halifax  or  8yd- 
tiey,  altbongh  folly  aoquninted  with  the  rate  of  freight  agreed  to  be  paid, 
and  having  received  the  luli  beaeHt  of  the  oontraet,  he  ha4  thereby  rati- 
fied it,  and  mast  falfil  hie  obligations  therennder. 

leomir  d  id.  r.  SUuT  et  iU ^ ^ 488 


8.  The  plaintiff  en  tend  into  a  parol  agreement  with  defendant,  wherebv 
lo  oonaidefatioii  of  his  maintenance,  which  was  to  be  secured  by  defend- 
snt's  bond  with  two  sarstiee,  he  undertook  to  give  defendant  a  daed  of 
Qib  dun.    Mth«  the  bond  nor  dead  were  gitreo,  bat  plalatiff  lived  with 


Vlll  INDEX. 

defendtnt,  and  wm  maintaliied  by  bim  for  wrerml  jotm^  Tte»  trovMl 
arose  betwem  them,  und  T»laintiflP  went  awiiy  and  hmmffm  an  aetkm  lo 
recoTer  tbf  fHrm.  Dprendant  pkaded  an  eqmtahle  detanae. 
Htli,  %'  at  andar  chapter  89,  Rem9ed  Staiute^,  aeeHmr  CIIm 


Conn  had  fall  power  lo  determine  the  eqnitiee  between  tlb  paniei»  and 
that  apon  the  defendant  mtIoit  the  coeti  of  the  anir^aiiv  gffiiig^  tte 
required  bond,  the  plaintiff  eboold  exeeote  lo  htoa  m  deed  of  ilto  hrm. 
Punchy.  ChishUm 489 

6.  Defendant  made  a  Terba!  ain[eement  with  plaintHF  to  pay  him  for  obt 
work  which  R.  mi^ht  reqoire  him  to  perform.  Plaintiff  porformcd  work 
for  R.  aceofdinftljr,  and  proeored  from  hmi  an  aekaowledvement  In  ilm 
following  form^  which  he  presented  to  defendant :  '*  BftUnce  dae  Mr^ 
William  Cox  from  Alexaader  Rbes^  at  thie  dale,  one  hnndied  and  ftftj 
dnnswj(iipfaii>  Alex.  Rom.**  At  the  trial  a  verdiet  was  fband  in  plain- 
tiffs  fsTor,  and  a  rule  taken  to  «et  the  tame  aside. 

ffiUf  that  thooffh  the  paper  a%ned  br  R.  was  boI  in  form  aacli  a  paptr 
as  be  OBffht  to  have  prepared  or  as  plaintitf  oofrht  lo  have  ai:eepted,  it 
was  suffieient,  after  rerdtct,  to  sh«w  the  asroont  asd  tbIbo  of  tM  work 
done  bj  plaint HTIbr  R^  fbr  w^ick  defbiidaol  had  agreed  lo  pay- 

Comw.EHion ^ MM 

CONTRIBUTARlEa 

Set  COBVOBATIOH. 

CONVENTIONAL  LINE  whare  established  coaeliidea  parties  to 
it. 

CONVICTION  sQsUined. 

Th6  prisoiter  baring  picked  ap  certain  goods  that  bad  floated  away 
from  the  wreck  of  a  steamer  appropriated  then»  t»  bis  awn  nse.  He  was 
indicted  fot  larceny,  the  pvoperi?  iti  the  goods  being  laid  in  the  captailB 
of  the  steamer,  hot  at  the  trial  the  Jndge  iostnicted  the  jory  that  they 
eoBid  not  convict  him  of  laroei»y.  The  prosecution  then  claimed  a  eon- 
Tiction  for  a  misdemeanor,,  and  the  Jsry  fbuod  accordingly.  On  a  case 
being  *eseryed  for  the  fall  Court, 

Held,  WiLKfiTB,  J.,  (^iMtn/icNte,  that  Boder  eeetkm  110  of  the  ZarssBv 
Aet,  32  ib  33  Vir.,  chap  81,  sec  9,  the  conrktioo  meat  be  snataioea 
and  that  although  the  uflbnce  was  probably  cooMnitted  aft  ic%  the  ODort 
had  fall  jnrisdictioa  in  the  premises. 
Tht  Qmen  w.  Mmrim ^•..•.»^. lU 


QUASHSIX 


i.  On  an  application  fbr  an  order  of  flliatioB,  tlnre  was  b»  clear  admia- 
sion  on  tbe  part  of  the  reputed  father,  and  bo  isct  of  intercoBne  swore 
to  except  by  the  mother^  whose  eTidenca  was  shaken  in  auiny  easenttel 
points.  The  conrlction  was  <^mhed  on  appeal^  and  a  now  trial  grBotad. 
Oveneets  o/'Peet  ▼.  MtLeBem » ..•.. » ..»..• 

2.  Defendant  barinff  been  sammoned  fbr  selliBg  inlOKicatf ng  llqaora  wltb- 
ovr license,  mide  a  MTitten  confession,  npon  which  the  JiMticcB  iaflteled 
a  penalty  npon  him  aa  for  a  fourth  ofjbnca.  Defendait  was  not  present 
at  the  trial,  nor  was  anv  intimation  given  him  of  any  intentioB  to  pra> 
eeed  agniast  hfm,  except  aa  for  a  first  oflbnce.  The  orii^iBal  coBviclioBS 
in  the  three  prerious  aetiona  against  the  defendant  were  pradacad  and 
lead  at  the  trial,  bat  no  other  evidence  was  ofibred. 
Held  on  mrtiwmri  that  the  cooTictioB  sboald  be  qnasbed. 

MtGUUvntgr.MtlhmM... ......^ 

SseBtoAwr. 


! 


INDEX.  IX 

CORPOKATION,  Mortg<ige  of  property  oil 

Tbe  direetora  of  •  comptiiy  incorpomted  «Qd«r  Aeti  of  I86t,  chapter 
%  Rem$ed  Slatntei,  Srd  Ssriea,  7S0,)  enrifled  '*  An  Act  for  the  incorpo* 
ration  and  winding  np  of  joint  «tock  eompaniei/'  have  power  to  mott- 
gase  the  property  of  the^  company  to  disehaige  obKgation*  for  which 
tbe  tharrholden  are  Kablo.  and  wonM  contlnae  liable  in  their  own  per- 
ions.  If  there  was  no  mortgage.  Tbe  power  to  borrow  money  in|>)iea  the 
power,  to  mortgage.  In  maklag  cuAt  upon  contributarict  inmmontee 
will  be  granted  by  a  Jodge  to  cSb  aeverai  parties  fequiring  the  amonnu 
for  which  they  are  liable  to  be  paid  witmn  a  tpeeified  time,  without 
eof ts,  nnlcet  fesiited. 

inn  y^uk  Bride i-  P4lUry  Mamfadwring  Co SS4 


COSTS  on  netting  ande  pleasL 

6m  PlUfOTiCB,  Setting  aaide  pleai. 

COURT,  Equitoble  juriadietion  o£ 

L  PlaintHRi'  caahler  gave  a  bond  wherein  he  wae  Joined  br  five  taretlei 
lor  hw  UdeKtT  and  good  oond«et,  the  penal^  of  tm  bond  being  S40.000, 
and  the  condidoii  reciting  that  each  eorety  was  bound  in  the  snm  of 
$8,000.  The  cashier  becMie  a  defaaltcr  in  a  very  large  amount,  and  the 
plaintills  entered  into  negotiations  with  K.,  one  &f  the  sureties,  which 
resulted  in  an  agreement  between  them,  whereby  K.  undertook  to  pay 
•nerfifth  of  the  Uilance  deie  npon  the  bond  after  iflie  deduction  of  certain 
credits,  and  gare  his  note  for  the  amonnt.  Suoseqnently,  plaintifKi  sued 
npon  the  boml,  ocedittng  In  their  p'^rticnlars,  the  sum  K  had  promised  to 
pay,  but  had  not  paid  «p  to  dale  of  the  trial.  K.  pleaded  to  the  writ  a 
number  of  plese.  one  being  that  the  bond  was  a  sereral,  and  not  a  Joint 
and  sereral  bond,  and  seven  pleas  on  equitable  grounds.  The  iury  found 
for  plaintiils  in  a  less  amount,  however ,than  they  claimed,hut  they  aeqni- 
«soed  in  the  verdiot,  and  made  no  attempt  to  disturb  it  K.,  alone  of  the 
Pendants,  resisted  the  verdict,  oontendtng  that  the  bond  was  a  several 
obligation,  and  that  the  receipt  given  by  plaintiffs  to  him  at  the  time  of 
the  settlement  being  in  proof,  shoald  be  considered  as  payment  to  that 
extent  on  his  owp- account 

HMt  that  K.  having  invoked  its  eqniuhle  juriedletion.^be  Court  had 
lull  power  to  deal  with  the  case,  that  the  bond  was  a  joint  and  several 
obligatioa,  that  if  K.  had  actually  paiil  the  amooat  «Bentk>ned  in  the 
receipt  be  might  have  ground  for  complaint,  but  that  not  having  done  so 
the  verdict  for  plainiifi  mutt  stand. 

Bank^J  NwmSotiiar.  F^nmmH'ol » 141 


S.  Plaintiff  made  an  oral  agreemant  with  G.,  the  owner  of  a  gold  «laim, 
to  work  a  portion  of  the  claim,  plainiiff  receiving  two-thirds  of  the  pro* 
fits  after  paying  all  expenses.  Defeodanr,  act'ng  as  Sheriff  of  the  Conn  ty 
of  Hants,  levieid  npon  and  sold  certain  gold  taken  out  of  the  mine  by 
plaintiff  on  an  cKcontion  against  O.  Plaintiff  having  braoght  trover  lor 
the  gold  so  taken,  and  a  verdict  having  passed  in  his  favor. 

Htld,  (I.)  That  tinder  the  agreemant  to  work  the  mine  for  a  share  of 
the  profits,  no  inteieat  in  the  mine  was  transferred  lo  plaintiff  within  the 
meaning  of  season  fanr  o(  the  Statnia  of  Prands. 

(S.f  That  the  sheriff  shoald  have  aaUl  only  the  execntion  debtors  shara, 
leaving  the  pnrehaser  to  settle  with  the  plaintiff. 

(8.)  That  though  the  verdict  for  plahitiff  might  be  set  aaide  and  a 
new  irki  ordered,  it  not  appearing  that  the  defendant  by  the  sale  pat  it 
4Mt  of  the  plaindfPs  power  to  take  the  property,  or  pursue  his  remedy 
nffaiaai  the  purchaser,  yet  the  pUiintiff  naving  an  nndonbted  right  *o  a 
ahara,  if  not  the  whole  of  the  gold,  under  the  equitable  powers  ol  the 
Conn,  it  ought  to  he  referred  to  a  Master  to  ascertain  the  agreement 
hatwaaa  pUintiff  and  Q.,  take  aa  momomt  of  the  expensas^  working  tlia 


niH,  Ac.,  ud  npart  the  ImUb«  if  abt,  which  wm  4m  br  ib«  pWaltf 
loG.>ttb<ilMortbe)«*7.  TbeqawiiNof  cwHtobadecMedafMc 
Iha  n>kioit  of  iha  Hutw^  npoit. 

ateDuitUiir.GMtrt « 

Sm  Coi(tb*«t,9. 

CROWS  LANDS,   ABsigiimeiit   of   right   to   receive  gnnU  oC 
Kigbls  of  moTtgagee  of  right  ma  agftiiiBt  aadgnea. 

DEBT,  Notice  of  uaignment  ot 

0'C«nii*rw.  Wfk» 1 


Sm  CoLotiAMiM  TiriA,  HmOM. 


,  EtFECT  or  REORIPT  ON. 

UeDpoaldj  BloU 


DEFAULT,  RemoTal  of  judgment  hy. 

1.  Dsfitndknt,  afrniiM  whom  a  judgnsnt  hj  dahall  had  baoc  n/pilnlf 
Mlarrd  op,  kpp)>ad  withla  ■  jaar  <•  hm  the  jad|tinn>t  let  iriita,  and  to 
ba  allowM  to  coiM  In  and  defend,  diicloahi)r  >  dafanoa  on  (ha  werin. 
Plaintiff  waa  allowed  to  eomroTerl  the  meritorioweM  of  thii  a]^liea- 
tk>n.  bnl  the  Judge  deddad  to  grant  It  oa  lermi. 

BtJd,  That  hariag  ao  exereiaod  hi*  diacntion,  the  Jodgs'a  decidoB 
woqIJ  not  be  inHrferad  with. 

Smtblt,  I(  ti  not  a  aaattar  of  right  for  plainliS  »  nfAj  \><r  afldavit  to 
application!  of  ihii  kind,  and  where  he  ia  pemitied  w  do  m,  he  thoald 
conAnc  himielr  totlie  eKehliihiDgofinch  otb>.i  &cia,  mclaaiTe  of  Merita, 
■•  night  ba  eonaidered  aufficient  to  defeat  the  appJieation. 

Wtodwarth  T.  CaUm S 

9.  A  jadgment  br  Afiiull  will  b«  sM  aiide  ai  a  metier  of  «>nree.  and  tb* 
dofendiini  adnitled  to  plead  where  the  definlt  hu  bwn  marked  in  coaa*- 
qoen«a  of  •  miaappnbeDaloD  on  th«  part  of  the  defenAint'i  aiiora*;, 
nnlna  there  haa  been  nnreaMnabh  defar  in  making  the  application. 

What  ti  reraonable  time  anal  depend  nyon  the  rircBmiiancea  of  mA 
particakr  cm*. 
Ceoiv.Smmtrtl^ K 

DEMAND  onlf  necessary  where  something  is  to  be  ioao. 
fernjr  Cih  T. 


iistained. 

irij  eoniamcd  the  fonowingtlaoee.  "It  fi  agned  that  tb« 

if  the  charterer  reniiei  aa  wor  a*  the  cargo  ii  on  board,  tb* 

a  lien  on  the  cargo  for  Tivight  and  demBrraga  '    Fiain- 

ndant  (the  charterer)  for  tbc  fielgbt,  tetllng  out  in  their 

it  Ibe  Teisel  waa  loaded  nod  pracetJed  i»  e«M  with   bat 

vered  the  cargo,  &c 

emnrred. 

It  demurrer  ihonld  be  inatained,  a*  the  dadaralioa  ibamd 

wae  not  liable. 

utMd at 


INDEX.  Zl 

DE8EBTI0N. 

8e^  BiOAMT. 
DIBBCTOBS,  Power  of  to  mortgage. 

iSM'OORPOBATIOir. 

DISTRESS  for  rent 

Sm  TsxePAH,  4. 

DOWEBi  Waste  by  tenant  in. 

Sm  Wastb. 

EASEMENT. 

Defendant  demiMd  to  the  plaimiiff  a  water  power  dedTed  from  the 
Dartmonth  tekee  from  which  water  was  also  drawn  lor  the  rappW  of  a 
eaaal.  The  power  dettieed  was  to  he  ot  no  leee  extent  than  plaintlffi 
then  alloyed,  and  aa  moch  more  as  defendant  oonld  spare  after  proTfding 
the  water  aeoessary  tor  the  working  of  the  canal.  Defendant  haTing 
opened  the  slaice  of  the  dam  wfikh  retained  the  water,  not  for  aaj 
needed  nse  of  the  eanal, 

Hddf  Thai  the  water  so  expended  was  not  expended  within  the  excep- 
tton  la  feTor  of  the  canal  and  was  a  violation  to  the  plaintiffs' right  to  all 
the  water  with  that  exception. 

Alao,  That  defendant  eoald  not  he  permitted  to  raiee  the  question  whe> 
dMT  the  interferenee  on  his  pan  was  or  was  not  practically  injurious  to 
the  plaiatHBi. 

Personal  service  of  a  nie  nmi  Is  waived  hv  appearance. 

A  demand  Is  onlv  necessary  where  something  is  required  to  he  done» 
as  money  paid,  deed  executed,  Ac 

A  rule  atsi  fer  an  attachment  for  breach  of  aa  ii^unctlon  need  not  state 
that  it  was  granted. on  reading  the  iqjunctioo*  AU  that  Is  aeoeesary  is  to 
produce  the  Injuiiction  in  Court. 

5ftmT  Afoms/heturiii^  Cs.  T.  Foir6aRl:s 4e 

EJECTMENT.  Verdiet  in  snstained. 

Fnitrr.FUier 810 

ESTOPPEL. 

PlalntifPs  lather  mortgaged  a  lot  of  land  to  defendant,  and  suhsequently 
defendant,  with  the  consent  and  by  the  direction  of  the  fether,  conveyed 
the  lot  in  fee  simple  to  N.  M.  AfVer  the  death  of  the  father,  plaintiff 
hrooghtsttit  under  his  will  against  defendant  for  the  land. 

Hdd,  That  the  father,  by  consenting  to  the  oonTcyance  of  the  land  in 
fee  simple  to  N.  M.,  was  estopped  from  redeeming  it,and  as  plaintiff  was 
In  no  better  position  than  her  fether,  jad^^ent  should  be  for  deiendant 

McLeody.Campben 45e 

EXECUTION,  ReviTor  of. 

Where  a  first  execution  is  sued  out  within  six  years  of  judgment  it  Is 
not  necessary  to  issue  the  next  exfcution  within  six  years  from  the  issu- 
ing of  the  one  last  previously  issued. 

The  appointment  of  e  special  depntv  or  bailiff  by  a  party  to  a  suit  dis- 
charges toe  Sheriff  firom  all  rMponsibllity. 

Cockranr.Bill 488 


Xii  INDEX. 

EXECUTION,   Sale   of  partnership   property  UDder  for  individual 
debta. 
McDonald  r,  Geldert 5S1 

EVIDENCE,  Conflict  of. 

Plaiotiff  WM  book'kteper  for  defendant,  and  claimed  a  balance  of  sal- 
ary due  him,  allecinfr  that  the  hirinf;  was  for  $1600  a  year.  Defendant 
contended  that  plaintift't  lalary  was  only  $1000,  which  had  beni  paid  him 
in  full.  Their  respective  statements  as  to  the  terms  agreed  npoa 
between  them  were  Tery  conAicCinp^,  bat  in  ooirohorstioo  of  defendant's 
was  the  fact  that  at  the  end  of  the  year  for  which  the  salary  was  to  ba 
naid  the  pUi.itiflT  entered  it  in  the  books  as  only  $1000.  The  jaiy 
round  for  plaintiff. 

Held,  that  there  should  be  a  new  trial. 

McNutt  r.  McDonald 175 


-,  Nkw  trial  granted  on  diacovery  of  new. 


Rennwr,  Halifax SUamhoat  Co 936 


-,  Plans  from  Crown  Land   Office  not  shewn  to  bo 


authentic  rejectod. 

Walker  etal.r.Bay€r$ 970 

Soi  Bill  op  Sals — CAsaiBB — Covyiotiov. 
Pabol  Etxdbnob — Rbobift. 


FOECIBLE  ENTRY. 

Plain ti A,  as  Tmsiees  of  a  School  Saetlon,  had  oecapied  atoo^  1858, 
a  lot  of  land  reserved  for  them  b?  8  O.,  who,  howerer,  had  omitted  to 
ffive  them  a  dead.  In  1871  defendant  obtained  ardeed  ffrooi  the  heirs  of 
8.  O.,  knocked  down  the  fence  aronnd  the  lot,  and  pkmicbod  the  Und. 
PUintiffs  proceeded  against  him  for  fordbla  entry  and  detainer,  bai  the 
Jadi^e  prefiidinic  at  the  trial  ruled  that  in  the  absence  of  aTideaea  of  tIo* 
lancre  and  terror,  the  complaint  conid  not  be  sustained. 

Held,  That  his  ruling  waa  correct. 

Bmndige  ot  al,  f»  Thompion » , •• 85$ 

FORECLOSURE  AND  SALE,  Powers  of  Court  in  controliag. 

1.  Where  an  order  of  foreclosare  and  sale  of  a  coal  mine  was  made,  B., 
one  of  the  largest  shsreholders  in  the  Company  owning  the  mines, 
applied  for  an  order  directing  certain  coal  to  be  sold  first  before  dealing 
with  the  mine  itself.  The  Judge  refused  to  give  the  order,  and  B. 
appealed.  The  day  of  sale  was  fixed  sobseqnent  to  the  term,  and  with 
the  understanding  that  if  the  cause  was  not  reached  on  the  last  day  of  the 
term,  a  farther  postponement  of  the  sale  might  ba  moved  for.  Tha 
cause  not  being  reached  and  aigned, 
Held,  That  the  sale  should  be  poatpanad  on  terms  bsfng  gifvil  by  B. 

Murdoch  ei  ml,  r,  Law9om  €t  ed •  « 454 

9.  Plaintiff,  who  was  mortgagee  of  certain  coal  areas,  Ac.,  hsTlng  com- 
nanced  an  action  of  foreclosure  against  the  defendants,  who  wars  tms- 
taos  of  the  same,  and  obtained  an  order  of  sale,  B  ,  one  of  the  essftiu  qtio 
tnut,  applied  to  the  Court  on  petition  seuing  out  that  shortly  before  tha 
date  of  the  order  there  was  ready  for  shipment  at  the  mine  a  large  quan- 
tity of  coal  which,  it  sold  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  that  purpoee,  would 
ha  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  tna  amount  doe  on  tha  mortgage,  and 
claiming  that  tha  sale  of  the  mine,  under  the  eircumstanoas,  would  ba  a 
great  4oJnitios. 


•  •« 
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Htiftf^  thftt,  wbere  eqaihr  to  the  reMui  que  trmt  nquirM  U,  especially  If 
the  mortgagee  be  not  prejudiced  thereby^  the  Conn  potsetses  the  power 
and  will  exercine  it  to  dinpoae  of  such  portiont  of  the  mortgaged  property 
M  will  least  injoro  the  mortgaged  property  and  ^et  extingaish  the  debt. 

The  case  waa  referred  to  a  Master  to  take  evidence  on  the  sabject  of 
the  coals  alleged  to  have  been  raised»  and  veport. 

MMrdoehr.Lawmmeial,..^ ftS£ 

FORFEITURE  of  Mining  Areas. 

The  relators  in  this  ease  sought  to  hare  a  lease  granted  by  the  Crown, 
of  certain  gold  mining  aresa  set  aside,  on  the  ground  that  it  hnd  been 
granted,  fmprovidentiv  and  in  derogation  of  relaioni  rights.  They  had 
taken  out  a  lease  in  April,  1862,  but  were  in  arrears  for  rent  thereon  in 
February,  1 863,  when  a  new  lease  waa  taken  out,  and  some  rent  paid  i>ii 
its  acoonnt,  but  none  of  the  rent  then  oTcrdae  paid.  After  working  on 
the  areas  for  a  month  all  operations  were  discontinued,  and  in  October  of 
the  same  year  the  Gold  Commissioner  declared  the  lease  forfeited,  and 
granted  the  areas  to  other  parties.  This  lease  also  being  forfeited  another 
lease  was  granted  to  third  parties  in  1866,  and  in  1868  the  relators 
sought  to  huTe  this  lease  set  aside,  alleging  that  they  had  been  milled  aa 
to  the  law  by  the  Deputy  Gold  CommiMioner,  but  this  was  contradicted. 

Held,  That  the  relators  had  not  shown  any  ground  for  the  lease  being 
set  aside,  they  having  forfeited  aH  claim  to  the  areaa,  and  that  in  any 
eTcnt,  they  were  too  late  in  applying  for  relief. 

The  Queen  r.  Snow  ei ai • S7S 


-»  Sbttino  Aside. 


A  lease  of  certain  coal  areaa  granted  to  S.  was  declared  forfeited  by 
the  Commissioner  of  Mines,  on  the  ground  that  the  areas  had  been 
abandoned,  and  not  effibetivelr  and  continually  worked  for  the  space  ot 
one  year.  S.  was  absent  (fom  the  ProTince  at  the  time  the  proceed  I  ngi 
were  taken,  and  the  only  notice  giren  him  was  by  means  of  a  (Miper 
posted  upon  a  cliff  near  the  sea-ahoie,  the  areas  being  under  water.  This 
notice  waa  defectire  lor  want  of  definiteness  as  to  the  charges  agniost  S., 
and  moreover,  there  was  no  cTidence  4;iven  before  the  Commissioner  that 
the  Sheriff  who  posted  the  notice  had-  made  anv  enquiry  to  ascertain  whe- 
ther there  was  any  agent  or  perspn  employed  in  connection  with  iho  pre- 
mises upon  whom,  in  the  abience  of  S.,  the  notice  cojld  have  been  #er- 
red,  nor  was  any  evidence  given  as  to  the  locality  of  the  eliff  npon  which 
the  paper  was  posted,  or  its  contigtiity  to  the  areas  in  qnestion. 

Held,  That' the  preliminary  noti(W  being  deficient  in  so  many  points, 
all  proceedings  founded  upon  ft  were  void,  and  therefore  the  forfeiture 
must  be  set  aside. 

In  re  Sword's  Lecue 889 

FRAUDULENT  conveyance. 

In.  1844,  Alexander,  the  father  of  Hugh  and  Archibald;  conveyed 
certain  premises  to  Hugh  upon  the  consideration  of  a  bond  tor  his 
maintenance  given  by  Hugh.  All  three  continued  to  live  npon  and 
work  the  premiaeM  together.  In  January,  1863,  the  platatiff  is«ned  a 
writ  against  Hutth  which  ripenetl  into  a  iudgment  in  October,  1864.  In 
June,  1864,  Hugh  conveyed  to  Archibald,  the  consideration  tieing  stated 
at  the  trial  to  be  a  verbal  affreement  that  Archibald  should  assume  the 
burden  of  maintaining  the  father,  as  Hugh  wished  to  go  away.  In 
1866,  plaintiff  obtained  ajndgaaentnt  againat  Alexander  the  father,  and 
in  1869  executions  were  issued  upon  both  Judgments,  the  lands  were 
levied  upon  by  the  Sheriff,  and  sold  theieander,  and  a  deed  executed  bj 
him  to  the  pUtntiff.  who  thereupon  bronght  an  action  of  ejectment 
against  the  father  and  two  sons,  and  verdiM  was  found  fbr  the  defend* 
•nta.    Upon  rale  aist  lor  a  naw  trials 


Held,  UitK  Hagh't  title,  whatever  it  Mlffht  bete  been  worth  et  hi 
ioMptioD,  bed  beeome  relid  ie  1866,  the  time  of  the  plein rill's  iad^mest 
egeinst  the  fetlier.  bat  the  conreyeDce  from  Hnch  to  Arehibeli  beTia^ 
been  execnied  taiMeqnent'  to  the  terrlee  of  piaintiiTB  writ  opoa  tlie 
former,  end  while  the  ectioo  wet  penninp^,  aod  not  beiofr  supported  by 
any  Yaineble  ooneideretion,  mnsi  be  deemed  to  be  a  frsnd  on  Hngh% 
creditors,  and  void  aoder  13  Enabeth,  eh.  5,  and  that  therefore  thetok 
nisi  shoald  be  made  absolnte. 

Smith  r,MeLemk€t  at IW 

GAS  COMPANY  not  responnble  lo  oecnpiera  of  property  for 
injuries  caused  by  defective  fittings  not  the  property  of  tbe 
Company. 

D9ig€r.B{Ui/€x  Gm  Co StS 

TVssMtfMT.  Halifax  Ga»  Ca , •  

GOLD  MINK 

500  Stolbh  Pbopbktt. 

GRANT^  Crown  may  attack  for  excess.  Monuments  referred  to 
control  quantities  and  distancea 

SoTeral  erown  grants  from  which  pbintifr  dednoed  his  title  porported 
to  GonTey  e  specified  number  of  aeies,  described  as  contained  within  linee 
oommenciniC  at  a  fixed  point,  and  ronning  specified  distances  to  other 
points  indicated  by  marked  treee  and  other  minoments,  which  appeared 
apen  plans  enneaed  to  and  rsferrsd  to  in  the  body  ot  the  ipnants. 

Held,  That  the  raonnments,  bein^  asoerteined,  must  control  the  quan- 
tities porported  to  begranted,  and  tbe  distances  mentioned  in  the  gnintiy 
fict  tl 


Botwithstandinpf  the  met  that  the  number  of  acres  indnded  In  that 
would  be  enormously  In  exosss  of  the  number  whtcb  the  iprantu  purported 
to  give.  The  least  objectionable  of  all  difficulties  is  to  make  quantities, 
whether  loo  great  or  too  small,  yield  to  actual  monuments  on  the  greand. 

Ptr  8n  W.  Towe,  0.  J.— Tbe  ffraats  might  have  been  atmeked  by 
the  CBOWB  for  excess  hut.  In  the  absence  of  aneh  prooeedinics,  ^  laai 
included  could  not  be  re>grsntsd  to  a  stranger.  Under  the  usage  of  the 
Courta  parol  erldeoee  is  admissebte  lo  shew  the  actual  pofdtion  and  sni^ 
Teys  erf  laade  hicinded  in  grants  of  wilderness  and  wood  lands. 

Z^orisea  ▼•  Bsn^MM • 474 

GUABANTEK 

1,  H.  K.  R.,  haTing  been  employed  by  defbndant  to  build  a  vessel  for 
him,  empfoyed  plaintiflP  as  a  snb-contrwtor,  lo  phmk  her.  Defendant 
executed  and  deilTered  to  plaintiflP  a  guarantee,  based  upon  an  agreement 
between  tbe  latter  and  H.  K.  R ,  for  the  perfonnance  of  the  snb-contrect, 
which  had  been  drawn  up  bat  which  was  not  signed.  A  clause  ▼arylnft 
its  terms  haTing  been  added  lo  tbe  agreement  subeeqnent  to  die  giving  S 
the  guaraaiee. 

BM,  that  the  eflbct  of  the  Tariatiott  was  to  reHere  the  defesdantof  all 
liability  on  tbe  guarMtee. 

Th iMtau  T. '/{y 0rtoe Stl 

S.  C.  bein^  lanrely  indebted  to  plaintiflP,  an  agreement  was  entered  into 
in  Decemlier,  1869,  that  on  or  before  May  1st.  1870,  all  ecconnis  should 
be  pcttled  and  adjusted  between  them,  and  thM  then  C.  should  pay  to 
plaintiff  the  full  amount  found  due  to  him  on  inch  adju«tment  in  three 
and  six  months  from  the  said  Mar  1st.  It  was  further  stipulated  in  the 
agreement  that  in  the  ereat  of  C.  failing  to  sdjnst  and  settle  the  accounts 
on  or  before  the  day  menuoned,  then  plaintiff  might  cause  an  adjustment 
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to  le  nuide  bj  one  V.  b^  hUj  1 5th,  or  m  mkhi  thereafter  m  the  eeine  coold 
be  completed,  which  edjnetDeot  shoald  be  at  bindlDg  apon  the  parties,  ae 
if  Bade  by  them  in  perioii,  and  the  amomt  fosnd  due  thereon  to  be  paid 
as  befoTe  tiipnlated.  The  Berlormance  of  this  agreement,  on  the  part  of 
C.,  was  enaranteed  bj  the  oefendants,  without  any  limit  being  stnt^  aa 
to  their  liability  therennder.  No  adlostment  of  the  acooonts  being  made 
in  December,  1869,  C.  and  one  of  the  defendants  songhl,  in  April,  1870, 
to  eflTect  a  settlement  with  plaintiff,  bot  eonld  not  anoceed  owing  to  plain* 
tiff's  condnct,  and  on  May  10th  the  whole  matter  was  handra  orer  by 
plaintiff  to  F.  who,  howcTer,  was  proTentcd  Irom  giving  immediate  atten- 
tion to  it,  and  did  not  make  his  award  mntil  December  22ttd,  1870,  when 
he  foani  that  there  was  due  to  plaintiff  the  snm  ol  $10,924.60.  Plain- 
tiff haTing  sned  defendants  on  their  gnarantee,  they  pleaded  irand  and 
mierevreaentntion.  and  that  plaintiff  nad,  by  his  own  conduct,  released 
them  fW>m  their  liability.  In  snpport  of  the  first  defence  they  introdnced 
strong  oTidence  to  prore  that,  at  tlie  time  of  the  signing  of  the  guarantee, 
plaintiff  had  laigelT  underestimated  the  amount  of  C.,s  indebtedneis  to 
bm,  in  order  to loonee  them  lo  enter  into  the  guarantee.  This  plaintiff 
denied. 

Held,  That  whether  or  not  plaintiff  had  decelTed  them  as  to  the  amount 
of  C.'s  indebtedness  to  him,  they  were  relieved  from  all  liability  under  the 

earantee,  becatise  he  had  by  hia  own  conduct  so  delayed  the  adjustment 
tween  himself  and  C.  as  to  materially  alter  their  position,  the  agreement 
being  that  on  the  amount  being  ascertained  C.  should  pay  plaintiff  in 
three  and  six  montha  from  May  1st,  whereas  F.*s  award  was  not  made 
until  nM»e  than  the  six  naonths  had  fully  exp*r6d,  and  this  delay  die- 
•barged  the  defendants. 

The  declaration  was  so  Inmed  as  to  allege  that  defendants,  as  sureties, 
were  liable  to  pay  to  plaintiff  in  one  snm,  on  the  22nd  December,  what 
by  the  agreement  declared  upon,  and  whose  performance  they  had  gua- 
ranteed, C,  their  principal,  was  bound  to  pay  in  two  sums  on  1st  August 
and  1st  of  NwTeraber,  re«pectively.  It  also  contained  a  count  on  an 
•ceount  stated.    Defendants  demarred  to  the  whole  declaration. 

BMt  That  there  should  be  Judgment  fbr  the  defendants  on  the  first 
eount,  and  fbr  the  plaintiff  on  the  second. ' 

Adawu  r,  MeFoHam • .....•••.•  379 

HUSBAND,  Liability  of  for  support  of  wife. 

Defendant  baring  sednoed  plaintiff's  sister,  was  induced  to  marry  her 
by  the  solicitations  of  her  fatner,  who  profbssed  his  willingness  in  such 
ease  to  aupport  her.  Immediately  after  the  marriage  def^dant  left  his 
wife  who,  without  notice  to  her  husband,  went  to  lire  with  her  brother, 
the  plaintiff,  with  the  intention  of  chargmg  herhnaband  with  her  support. 

HM,  that  plaintifi  could  not  recover. 

Manning  w.  2)$  Woff.^ 261 


-,  LiABiUTT  OF  FOB  WA8TB  committed  by  the  wife  before 


marriage. 
Titu$  0t  al.  r.  8nlU  €t  iU 497 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFR 

5m  Bioaxt. 

INJUNCTION,  Attachment  for  breach  oC 

8tarr  Mfmiu/actwing  Co.f,  Faiftotilf. ••••••••••••••••••••• 46 
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INSOLVENT,  Discharge  of  snspendeA 

Theinsolvent,  haTing  determined  to  step  batinetn,  dispon^  of  ih^nock 
of  iroods  on  hcnd  to  him  daagfater.  for  the  ram  of  $1,000,  who  continoed 
the  bnsineM  for  the  benefit  of  the  family,  the  insolvent  araistios;  as 
clerk  No  money  was  paid  by  the  daughter  for  the  goods  at  the  time  of 
parcha.<ie,  or  somqoently,  nor  was  any  security  taken,  but  Et  the  time 
tit  the  R8sif;nment,  about  a  year  after,  tlie  insolvent  handed  to  theassienee 
the  note  of  one  A.  tor  the  som  of  $1,000,  whick  was  never  paid,  tt  was 
admitted  by  the  insolvent  that  after  he  ceased  to  do  hasiness  he  oolleeted 
debts  due  him,  and  lived  tipoo  them,  and  paid  nothini;  to  his  creditors. 
No  inventory  was  taken  or  valuation  mado  of  the  floods  at  the  time  of 
the  sale,  but  the  insolvent  said  that  the  snm  of  $1,000  was  ahottt  their 
Talac.  The  Judieof  Probate  having 'granted  a  aischarge  with  a  first* 
vlass  cerdficate,  from  which  the  creditors  appealed. 

Held,  that,  thouj^h  (he  insolvent  mi);ht  not  have  deprived  himself  of 
all  right  to  a  discharge,  under  the  circumstaacest,  it  should  be  of  tbe 
eecond  cIrm,  and  suspended  for  the  period  of  two  years. 

Re  Ihnaltl  Maikesofi ...••»...»« ftS8 

INSOLVENT  ACT,  Policy  of. 

ffarveg  v.  Cotter, . . % v .« ••- » v »».....» v . .  161 

INSURANCE,  FIRE,  EfTect  of  verbal  transfer  of  policy. 

See  Assign MBRT. 

INSURANCE,  MARINE. 

1.  The  Association  of  which  defendant  was  a  member  issued  a  policy 
insuring  plaintifTs  vessel  against  total  loss  for  the  period  of  one  year.  The 
vessel,  wliile  on  a  voyage  from  St.  Domingo  to  Boston,  enconntered  a 
violent  storm,  in  oonseqtietice  of  which  she  was  obliged  to  run  lor  fier- 
mads,  witerc  she  arrived  in  a  badly  damaged  and  leaky  condition.  A  snr 
vey  was  held  on  February  26th  and  again  on  March  10th,to  ascertain 
the  extent  of  damage,  but  in  the  interim,  on  the  6th  March,  tlie  master 
wrote  the  pUintifT  informing  him  that  the  expense  of  repairing  at  Ber- 
muda would  be  more  than  the  vessel  had  cost  or  was  wortth  and  stating 
that  he  would  abandon  her  to  the  underwriters  and  sell  her  for  the  ben» 
fit  of  all  eonocmed.  The  sale  was  held  on  the  l8r.h  March  and  the  mnli 
cumtnunicated  to  tiie  plaintiff  by  letter  dated  the  I5th.  The  plaintiff  tes- 
tified that  the  contents  of  the  first  letter  were  communicated  to  the  under- 
writers, and  a  verbal  notice  of  abandonment  given,  and  a  claim  for  a  total 
loss  made,  but  the  evidenre  on  these  points  was  contradictory  The 
Jnrv  found  a  verdict  for  plaintiff  and  a  mle  was  taken  to  set  it  aside. 

Held,  per  Sin  W.  Toumo.  C  J.,  That  the  oral  abandonment  b?  plain- 
tiff, coupled  with  the  exhibition  of  the  master^s  letter  of  the  6th  ^arrhi 
and  his  claim  for  a  total  loss  was  enough  to  satisfy  the  law.  Also,  that 
notice  was  in  time,  even  though  the  sale  on  tbe  l§th  March,  ie<luced  it  to 
a  matter  of  form  and  gave  the  underwriters  no  option  and  no  oppottn* 
nity  to  repair. 

Per  JonKBTOKB,  E.  J.,  The  time  at  which  the  nothseof  abandonment 
was  given  was  essential  to  plaintiffs  right  to  recover,  and  it  appearing 
that  the  sale  was  made  before  the  Hbandonment,  or,  at  least,  that  it  was 
doubtful,  there  must  be  a  new  triaU 

If  the  ^ale  were  made  before  noiioe  of  abandonment  to  the  underwriters, 
the  sale  would  be  the  act  of  the  agent  of  the  owners,  and  inasmuch  as  it 
would  deprive  the  underwriters  of  the  option  of  repairing  tbe  vessel  or 
otherwise  dealmg  with  her,  the  abandonment  would  be  ineffectual. 

The  cost  of  repairing  the  vessel  taken  In  connection  with  her  value  when 
repaired,  would  have  justified  abandonment,  but  the  vessel  being  in  a 
place  of  salbty,  and  there  being  regular  opportunities  for  eoaunnnieating 
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irlth  the  oimen  ahd  vnderwrilarf ,  the  sefe  in  the  eheenee  of  tnch  com- 
nmnlcetion  waa  illegel. 

Per  WiLXiks,  J.,  The  ceie  heing  one  of  conatnEictive  total  loas,  aad 
BO  eirettmsUnoe  being  proved  to  take  it  out  of  the  eatabllahed  role  of  law, 
dne  notice  of  abandonmeiit  to  tlie  nnderwritere  was  an  essential  condition 
to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recorer,  Notice  heing  essential  the  onns  of 
establishing  it  was  on  the  plaintiff.  The  notice  containeil  in  the  master't  >> 
letter  of  March  6th,  supposing  it  to  have  been  commnnicaeed  to  the 
nnderwriten  was  Ineffectual  as  It  gave  them  no  opportunity  of  electing 
to  repair  the  vessel.  Urgent  necesaitv  alone,  the  existence  of  which  was 
negatived,  oonid  have  made  the  sale  lawful. 

MorUm  r,  Pntillo i 

t.  An  action  ia  not  maintaliviblo  as  for  a  total  loss  of  freight  where  it 
appears  that  the  vessel  might  have  hero  repaired  at  a  reasonable  cost 
within  a  reasonable  time,  and  oonvejed  a  portion  of  the  cargo  to  the 
port  of  destination. 

Where  a  poHcy  of  rosnrance  was  isaued  on  freiirht  on  a  voyage  "  at 
Wad  from  Bnenoa  ATies  to  filatanaas,  Cuba,*'  and  there  was  an  endone* 
ment  on  the  policy:  "Permission  granted  under  this  policy  for  the 
barque '  Daniel '  to  prooeed  from  Monte  Video  to  Cardenas,  calling  at 
Barbadoes  for  orders  instead  of  Buenos  Ayn»  to  Matansas." 

Beldf  that  the  policy  and  the  endorsement  mn«t  be  read  together,  and« 
that  so  read,  the  voyage  insured  must  be  taken  to  have  been  a  voyage 
horn  BuenoB  Ayres  to  Cardenas,  with  liberty  to  go  to  Monte  Video  aa 
An  intermediate  port. 

Wilton  r,  Tke  MefAanU' Marin*  Tnsaranee  Co ;.    81 

8.  Plain tiils  faisiired  their  vessel  with  defendants  on  time,  the  policy  being 
stated  to  be  '*  against  totaf  loss  Hut  subject  to  general  average,"  ana 
also  containing  tne  following  special  clause,  via. :  "'  that  the  acts  of  the 
aiBured  or  assurors  In  rsstoring,  saving  and  preserving  the  property  in« 
aured  in  case  of  disaster  shall  not  be  considered  a  waiver  or  acceptsnoe' 
of  the  abandonment."  The  vessel  was  stranded  in  St.  John  harbour, 
and,  after  a  careful  and  competent  aurvevi  declared  to  be  so  much  dam* 
aged  as  to  be  not  worth  repairing,  and  the  plaintiffs  thereupon  gave 
notice  of  abandeament  to  the  defendianu  and  ordered  a  sale  ot  th«  ship. 
The  defendants  sent  an  agent  to  the  epot  who  succeeded  in  a  few  davs  in 
having  the  ship  floated  and  placed  in  a  sitnation  to  be  repaired,  where* 
upon  they  notifled  the  plaintiffs  thai  they  declined  to  accept  the  aban- 
donment, and  required  the  plaintiffK  to  take  the  vessel  and  repair  her. 
The  plaintiffs,  however,  proceeded  with  the  sale,  and  the  ship  w««  bought 
in  by  the  defendants,  registered  in  the  name  of  their  agent  and  repaired 
and  navipated.  at  -their  cost  and  for  their  benefit  for  two  years.  Plaintiffs  '' 
claimed  for  a  total  loss. 

Held,  that  although  it  waa  not  an  aboolnte  but  a  constructive  total 
loss,  notice  of  abandonment  having  been  duly  given,  the  liability  of 
dafcndanta  attached. 

That  no  special  form  of  notice  of  ah»ndonment  waa  required  provided 
the  intention  to  abandon  was  clearly  made  out. 

That  as  the  plaintiffs  had  acted  upon  the  judirmeut  of  competent  sur* 
vevors  that  the  i*eassl  was  not  wonh  repairing,  and  upon  their  own  bona 
J{(f0opinion,they  were  justified  in  the  abandonment  and  sale  of  the  vessel : 

And  finally,  that  although  il,  under  the  special  clause  in  the  policy  the 
defendants,  after  repairiug  the  ship  had  tendered  her  back  to  the  plain* 
tifti  the  latter  would  have  been  bound  to  accept  her,  yet  not  having  done 
BO  but  reuined  her  for  their  own  benefit,  they  must  be  held  to  have  accep* 
ted  the  abandonment,  and  most  therefore  pay  to  plaintiffs  the  full  amount 
of  their  claim. 

Baker  et  al.  r,  Broum • • •  100 

4«  Defendant  waa  agent  for  the  owners  of  a  vessel,  and  acting  as  such 
had  bar  insured  with  plaintiffs  In  the  sum  of  8800.  On  the  vessel  being 
lost  the  plaintiffs  paid  him  the  full  amount,  and  then  subseqnently 
diseoverad  that  tha  policy  had  boen  void  on  the  ground  of  over-insoranoa, 
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tha  ym&t\  being  valaed  ftt  $4,000  •olj,  while  she  wis  ineared  in  two 
other  eoiBDftnies  for  $(:,800  prior  to  being  insored  with  plainliffi,  of  which 
fret  thej  bed  no  knowledge  wlien  thej  insured  her.  when  this  became 
known  to  ihem  they  eonght  to  recover  bock  the  amonni  paid  defendant. 
The  defendant  had  not  Iwen  aware  of  the  ^Ter-insoranee,  and  had  acted 
In  perfect  good-faith.  Soon  after  receipt  of  the  money,  and  before  notice 
from  plaintiff*,  he  had  accounted  with  nis  principals  tor  the  fnll  amount 
in  a  settlement  between  them. 
He!d,  that  the  defendant  conM  not  be  compelled  to  reftind  the  amount. 

Union  Marine  InMttramee  Co,  ▼.  Mttder 331 

6.  Plaintiff  shipped  a  cargo  oonsisting  of  dry  mikPpiclded  Ash,  fiork,  oats, 
peas,  dec,  to  Demerara,  |iart  of  the  cargo  being  on  deck,  ind  insured  it 
with  defendants.  By  the  policy  the  latter  were  not  to  be  liable  for  par- 
thd  loss  or  panienlar  average,  unless  amounting  to  five  per  cent.,  end  as 
to  the  oats  and  dry  fish,  to  be  free  from  arersge  unless  ireneral.  On  the 
way  the  vessel  enoounttred  very  heavy  weather,  lost  all  her  deck-load, 
sprung  a  leak,  siuiained  damage'  to  her  rigging,  and  ao  was  compelled  to 
put  into  Barbadoes  (or  repairs,  where  the  cargo  was  landed,  and  after  ear- 
▼9JF  sold  bv  the  master  The  cargo  was  all  mo  re  or  less  iaiured  by  water, 
aiid  aeooniing  to  the  evidence,  the  fish,  If  reithipped,  would  have  been  of 
little  value  when  it  reached  its  destination.  The  plaintiff  knew  nothing 
of  what  had  been  done,  until  he  received  the  account  sales  of  the  cargo, 
with  the  protest  and  anrvey,  and  theee  he  at  once  sent  to  the  defendants. 
He  claimed  for  a  total  loes.  ]>efendants  oentended  that  the  loss  was  only 
partial,  and  that  the  cargo  ought  to  have  been  forwarded.  From  the 
evidence  it  did  not  clearly  appear  that  the  cargo  was,  upon  the  whole,  so 
iigured  as  that  if  forwardeo  to  its  destination,  the  expense  would  have 
•xceeded  its  value  on  arrival  there.  There  was  no  question  but  that  the 
master^actcd  in  good  faith,  and  Juat  as  a  prudent  uninsured  owner  would 
have  done  under  tbe  circumstances. 

HM,  That  in  the  abeence  of  conclusive  evidence  that  the  cargo  might 
not  have  been  eent  on  to  its  destination,  at  an  expense  less  than  its  pro- 
bable value  there,  the  lose  must  be  oonsiderod  partial,  and  the  defen- 
dants liable  only  for  general  average,  with  the  exception  of  the  dcck-ioad« 
which  was  a  total  loss. 

The  proper  test  in  respect  to  goods  which  have  been  sea-damaged  and 
taken  to  an  intermediate  port,  whether  memorandum  artielee  or  not,  is 
not  whether  an  nnlnaured  owner  would  have  sold  them  there,  bnt  whether 
tkey  can  be  sent  on  to  their  destination  at  a  less  expense  than  their  value 
OB  arrival  there,  for  whdn  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  cargo  can  be  sent 
on,  the  master  has  no  authority  to  sell,  nor  can  the  assured  recover  for  a 
total  loss. 
WaUoH  V.  IfetoofiCtZe  ilanae /at arsace  Co 396 

6.  Plaintiff  insured  his  vessel  with  certain  underwriters,  of  whom  defhnd- 
mnt  was  one,  and  among  the  conditions  of  the  policy  were  that  the 
veesel  should  not  piocred  to  South  Oreen)and,  and  that  any  aetfou  upon 
the  policy  must  be  brought  within  twelve  months  after  the  dalm  for  loes 
had  been  presented.  The  vessel  was  lost  on  a  voyage  to  South  Green* 
land,  and  the  actH>a  was  not  brought  until  nearly  aix  yeers  after  receipt 
of  proof  of  loss.  Piaintifb  contended  that  independently  ot  the  policy 
they  could  mainuin  an  notion  on  the  "  elip,"  and  also  tried  to  explain 
away  the  prohibition  aa  to  Sooth  Greonhuid«  and  to  prove  a  waiver  of 
the  eonditton  limiting  the  time  for  bringing  the  action. 

/fe/d,  that  no  action  could  be  maintained  npon  the  "slip"  after  a 
policy  had  been  executed  in  pursuance  of  Its  requirements,  and  aceepted 
and  acted  upon  by  the  plaintUKi,  and  the  plainlHfii  baring  failed  to 
remove  the  objectiot^  founaed  npon  non-fhifllment  of  the  conditions  above 
stated,  that  the  verdict  for  defendants  should  be  austnined. 
Soberimnr.LoooUotal..... 4 • • 4M 


IKTEBEST,  Taking  more  than  legal 

Sm  PaoiuMOBr  Hotb,  8, 
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INTERPLEADER,  In  caaes  of  the  Coart  may  consider  the 
equitable  rights  of  the  parties. 

Manning  t.  Bowman 49 

INTOXICATINQ  LIQUORS,  Note  for  balance  on  settlement  of 
account 

5m  Phoxissoht  Nots,  1. 

JT7D0E,  Discretion  of. 

^00  Dbvavlt. 

JUDGMENT,  Application  to  set  aside  refused. 

Har% T.  Murphy •••• •••  901 

9.  IMmdaDt  gave  plAintiiTa  wamtit  of  Attorner  to  lecnre  the  price  of  a  loc 
of  land.  Plalntin  entered  op  jndgment,  and  issued  execntion  which 
defendant  eonght  to  hare  let  a«ide  on  the  ground  that  there  was  an 
eadonation  on  the  warrant  giTing  him  ten  yean'  time,  which  had  nat 
expired.  Plaintiff  admitted  the  endonation,  bnt  claimed  that  it  had,  at 
the  time  of  its  exeention,  been  erased  with  the  consent  of  defendant. 
Defendant  sUmd  tliat  the  erasure  waa  accidental,  and  had  oeeorred 
ittbeeqnetitljr.  The  evidence  corroborating  plaintiff's  position, 
Held,  that  the  jadgment  shonld  remain,  and  ezecntion  isine. 

Mone  T.  RipUff •  ••  461 

JURISDICTION  OF  COURT. 

1.  Action  wai  bronsht  bj  plaintiff  against  defendants,  a  companj  incor- 
porated in  NoTa  Sootia,  bnt  residing  in  the  United  States,  and  not 
British  snhjecu.  An  attomej  in  Halifhx  was  retained  by  them  to  defbad 
the  cause,  and  took  some  proceedings  therein,  and,  according  to  the 
affldaTit  of  plainiifTs  attomej,  promised  to  appear  and  plead.  This, 
however,  defbndaat'a  attorne/  denied.  Plaintifrs  attomej,  after  soma 
years' delay,  applied  to  the  Court  for  an  order  requiring  defendant's 
attorney  to  enter  an  appearance,  in  order  that  the  Coart  might  have 
Jnrisdietion. 

Held,  that  If  defhndant'a  attora^  had  given  a  signed  undertaking' to 
appear,  he  would  be  compelled  to  do  so ;  but  that  otherwise  the  Court 
had  no  jorisdicdon,  and  could  not  grant  the  desired  order. 

Beiloni  y,  Sjfdn§y  i^  Limi^mrg  Railwag  Co •  137 

9.  In  an  action  to  recover  a  debt,  defendant  produced  a  certificate  of  his 
discharge  as  a  bankrupt. 

Held,  that  it  was  not  competent  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  to  shew 
irregulMrity  in  the  proceedings  in  the  Insolvent  Court,  or  to  attack  the 
discbarge  on  the  ground  that  defendant  was  not  a  trader,  and  therefore 
not  a  legitimate  subject  of  the  Jurisdiction  exercised. 

Bstt/otrr.  QiUiatt j 596 

OVER  OrFKNOBft  GOMJUTTED  AT  SKA. 

The  Q»eenr,  Martin 194 

LACHES,  Ceriiarari  quashed  where  there  has  heen. 

Doggeitr.  Trmnainatal 419 

Sm  Bboob]>»  Bu^  to. 
87* 
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LAND,  Acquirement  of  colorable  title  to. 

Bo^dr.MiUet S9f 


,  Effect  of  aotb  of  ownkbship  ovnu 

See  Trhpass. 

■  FOR  RAILWAY  PURPOSES. 

See  Railwat. 

,  MORTOAOBE  BNTITLED  TO  POSSBSSIOV  OF. 

See  MoKTOAOEB. 

y  Parol  aoreembkt  affeotino. 

See  Liobbsb. 

LIBEL,  Prinleged  commanication. 

Plaintitr  WM  B  Uad  sorveyor,  appointed  hy  tb«  GoTemmant  of  cbe 
ProYiooe,  and  defendant  wrote  a  letter  to  the  ProTincial  Secretary, 
eomplainioB  of  plain tift'i  condoet,  end  naaking  certnin  charges  againii 
bim,  whereapon  pleintifT  proceeded  a^^intt  him  for  libel.  Defendant 
pleaded  that  hi»  letter  Mas  a  privileged  commnnication.  The  Commb- 
■ioner  of  Crown  Lends,  and  not  the  ProTincial  Seeretarj  was  the  person 
to  whom  the  letter  should  properly  have  been  addressed.  The  learned 
Jndge  who  tried  the  cause  directea  the  Jnry  that  if  they  ^onght  the  letter 
was,  in  view  of  pUintiflTs  official  relation  to  the  OoTemment  and  the 
Crown  Land  Department,  written  in  good  faith  and  withont  malice,  it 
was  a  privileged  communication.  The  jnry  found  a  verdict  in  tevor  of 
the  defendant.    On  argument  of  the  rule  to  set  the  verdict  aside, 

Ife/cf,  that  although  the  letter  ahoold  strictly  have  been  addrsssed  to 
the  Crown  Land  Dcfutrtment,  yet  that  tha  Judge's  direetioo  was  rigfatf 
so  rule  wat  discharged. 
Kerrw»  DavUon • •••..•• • 864 

LICENSE. 

Defendant  made  and  delivered  to  plaintifr  a  memoraadam  (not  ander 
seal)  in  the  following  terma :  "  I  do  hereby  agree  to  lease  to  yon,  Wm. 
Ilendry,  the  privilege  of  light  in  the  west  side  of  yoar  bailding,  &c.,  for 
a  term  of  ten  years  from  this  date,  at  a  yearly  reat  of  twentylva  oeata 
per  annum." 

ffeldf  that  the  memorandum  eonstitoted  a  men  Uoeose  revecaMe  at 
defendant's  pleasure. 
Bendryr.ScoU..,.. BIB 


-,  EviDENCB  OF  LEAVE  AND  UOENSB  WBs  propcrlj  lefoaed 


in  tbe  abseuce  of  a  plea. 

Haggartjfr.Pryor,,, • B58 

See  THBtFAsa. 

MINE,  Agreement  to  work  for  a  sbare  of  tbe  profits  nbt  an 
interest  witbin  tbe  Statute  of  Frauds,  section  4. 
MeDenaldr.  Geldert « 551 

MINING  LAW. 

See  FoBrBiTBBB  of  Mibibo  Abbab. 
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MllfOR,  Deed  by. 

R.  M.  in  1835,  conTflyed  a  portion  of  his  land  to  his  ions  W.  &  K., 
and  abopt  the  same  time  allowed  them  to  enter  into  possession  as  tenants 
at  will  of  the  balance  of  his  property  inclndin^r  the  house  in  which  he  had 
resided.  B.  M.  died  in  1844,  leaving  sereral  children,  of  whom  the  plain- 
tifTwas  the  younirftit.  In  1847,  the  rest  of  the  heirs,  including  plaintiff, 
who  was  then  under  age,  conTeved  to  W.  &  K.  all  their  interest  in  the 
property.  In  1870  the  plaintiff  brought  suit  for  aiportion  ot  the  lauds  in 
question,  alleging  that  the  deed  being  executed  during  her  minority,  was 
absolutely  void  and  of  no  effect. 

Htld,  that  although  the  possession  of  W  &  K.  must  be  deemed  to  be 
adverse  from  the  year  1847,  when  the  heirs  united  in  giving  them  a  dsed, 
and  that  therefore  plaintiff's  right  was  barrvd  on  that  ground,  jret  that 
under  Section  9  of  29  Vict.,  Chap.  12,  having  brought  her  action  in  1870, 
and  therefore  within  five  years  from  1866,  nhe  was  entitled  to  recover. 

MeKinmonH  cU,  r.BtadU 410 

MORTGAOEE,  Conveyance  of  land  in  fee  simple  by  with  the 
consent  of  the  mortgagor  estops  the  latter, 

McLeod  T.  Cmmpbefl , 456 


OIVJEN  PRIORITY  over  an  unrecorded  deed. 


J.  R.  McL.,  being  entitled  by  right  of  his  wife,  to  an  interest  in  certain 
real  and  personal  property,  being  an  estate  of  which  M.,  the  wife,  was  one 
of  the  heirs,  they  joined  in  a  mortgage  to  plaintiff  of  all  their  said  inter- 
est. On  plaintiff  seeking  repayment  of  the  amonnt  loaned,  defcndniit, 
one  of  the  execntors  of  the  estate-,  resisted  the  claim  on  the  ground 
that  six  years  previously,  J.  B.  McL.  and  his  wife  had  conveyed  all  their 
hitcrest  in  said  estate  by  deed  poll  to  hei*  mother.  This  deed  was  never 
recorded,  and  the  plaintiff  did  not  know  and  had  no  means  of  knowing  of 
its  existence.  The  mother,  although  aware  of  platntifTs  mortgage  at^the 
time  it  was  made,  concealsd  from  him  the  fact  of  the  deed  to  her. 

Held,  That  having^  so-concealed  from  plaintiff  what  it  was  her  duty  to 
reveal  to  hini,  the  mortage  should  be  given  priority  over  the  deed  poll, 
and  plaintiff's  claim  satisfied  out  ot  the  estate. 

We$t  y.  liathesonetal ^ , 429 


-,  HlOHTS  OF  AS  AGAINST  THE  MORGAOOR. 


A  mortgagee,  in  the  aobence  of  any  express  covenant  or  stipulation  to 
the  contrary,  is  entitled  to  enter  upon  and  tuke  possession  of  the  lands 
and  premises  conveyed  in  the  mortgage  at  aiiv  time,  although,  a^  an 
almost  invariable  role  in  this  country,  the  mortgagor  remains  in  poises 
sion  until  default  in  fulfilment  of  the  conditions  of  the  mortgage. 
Dunn  y.  Miller , ,...r 347 

,  Rights  op  as  against  the  mohtgagor  s  assignees. 


T.  A.  and  J.  A.  were  entitled  to  receive  grants  of  certain  Crown  Lands 
upon  which  the  price  had  been  paid  to  the  Grovernmciit.  Before  taking 
out  their  grams  tliey  mortgaged  their  rights  to  plnintiff  Subsequently 
they  became  insolvent,  and  made  a  general  assigumcix  to  defendants  for 
the  benefit  of  their  creditors.  The  defendants,  as  such  nssigness,  hpplicd 
for  the  grants  and  had  them  made  out  to  themselves,  selecting  lots  iu  tlif- 
fercnt  localities  from  these  indicated  iu  the  original  application,  but  the 
money  paid  for  them  was  that  paid  on  the  original  application.  On  the 
plaintiff  seeking  re-pavment  of  the  amount  loaneij  by  him  to  T.  A.  and  J. 
A.^  the  defendants  senised  to  satisfy  hu  claiuK 
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Htld^  that  u  anigiieef  of  tlM  A.'i,  they  had  odIjt  wceacdad  to  m«b 
rifsbtt  as  the  A.'s  pottesiied  at  the  time  of  the  Mtlgnroeot,  and  thoee  righta 
having  heeik  mortsaited  to  plaintiff,  hii  claim  shonld  flnt  ha  aatnM 
before  they  oonld  deal  with  the  land  granted  to  them. 

Stepheiur,  Twining et  a! • •.•^. ••••••••• 449 

inSGLIGENCfi  of  Civic  Corpontion. 

The  plaintiff  and  hit  wife  while  walkhig  along  one  of  die  acrettiof 
HalifAX  fell  into  an  open  sewef  and  inttained  injarlet,  for  which  they 
brought  an  action  against  the  city  and  were  awarded  damages.  The 
City  then  applied  for  a  new  trial. 

Htld,  that  the  City,  although  not  prorided  by  the  legislature  with 
funds  for  that  purpose,  was  liable  for  any  acts  of  negligenee  oa  tiM  part 
of  their  senrants  or  employees  in  and  about  the  streeta. 

S§eondljf,  that  the  plaintliis  must  clearly  sliew  thai  they  have  noC  been 
guilty  of  negligettoe  themseWes.  And  this  not  hsYiug  been  done, 
although  the  dccUiration  contained  avennents  that  th»  plaintlA  had 
employed  ordinary  caution,  a  new  trial  was  ordered. 

Ward€tux,r.  City  of  Haltfa^ S44 


OF  LANDLORD. 


Plaiotiff  was  tenant  of  a  shop  in  a  building  oWued  by  defendant*  the 
upper  portion  of  which  wu  occupied  by  other  tenants.  It  baring  beeooN 
Deoessary  to  make  certain  repalT<  to  the  roof  of  tbe  buHding,  a  portion  of 
the  roof  was  removed  at  defendant's  instance  without  notice  to  the  plain- 
tiff. Owing  to  the  negligent  manner  In  which  the  work  was  done,  rain 
fell  into  the  bailding  and  ran  through  and  injured  the  plalndirs  goods. 

BM,  that  the  work  waa  done  by  defendant  at  hie  own  risk,  and  that 
he  was  rsspoosible  to  tin  plaintii  for  the  li^)ttiiesinstAiBed  by  bar  in  con* 
seqnonce  ot  tbo  daaMge  to  bsr  goods. 

SmkU,  there  being  a  count  in  which  such  a  daim  wea  made,  that  it 
might  properly  haTcbeen  left  to  the  Jury  to  nseartaia  the  damage  sua- 
mined  by  plaintiff  in  consequence  of  the  bnnking  up  ol  her  establishment 
and  the  loes  of  her  bn^nsse. 

EngUy  ^.  MelktiA ^ Ml 


OF  SCBVAKT. 


Defendant's  senrant»  whUe  driving  at  a  raj^  paca  an  the  wrong  side 
of  the  road,  oame  into  collision  with  plaintiff's  borsab  whereby  plaintiff 
was  injursd.  Thew  being  no  contributory  n«gligonoe  on  tbo  part  of 
plain  tiftf 

HM,  that  defendant  was  Uabla. 
Ifuftm  T.  TajF^ M 


OF  RAILWAY  COXPAKTi 


Plaintiff,  a  paasenger  tranlling  by  the  Windsor  4  Annapolb  Bailwny 
ftom  Annapolu  to  Richmond,  fell  while  alighting  from  the  train  at  no 
latter  place  and  eniuined  ir\Juriee,  to  rocorer  damagea  for  which  ho 
brought  an  aatfc»  against  the  company,  eharging  theoi  with  negligenea 
In  respeet  to  iM  ligbting  of  tbe  station,  and  the  provision  of  aafe  meant 
of  transit  of  passengers  from  the  cars  to  the  platrorm.  Tim  etfdsnee  on 
theae  points  being  oontradietoiy,  and  the JnrYhaTiof  fonad  for  tba  defen- 
dant, tbe  Ceoft  refused  to  distorb  their  vmleti 

CWwteT.  WiMd99TirJMieipd%»Bmlwa§  Co..... 498 
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NEW  TRIAL. 


t.  In  an  tetion  tfinintt  defendants  for  damages  a  Terdict  was  ftmnd  for 
plaintift,  and  lobflequeritly  defendania  applied  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
groond  of  new  and  important  eTidence  faaTing  been  discovered  which  was 
vnlcnown  to  them  ftt  the  trial,  and  whic  h,  their  agent  in  his  affidavit 
staled,  was  such  as  he  believed  wonld  entitle  them  to  a  verdict. 

BeU,  that  a  new  trial  onght  to  he  granted  on  die  defendants  paving 
the  costs  of  the  first  trial. 

Betmerw.  Enlifla  Sieawiboat  Cs ^ • «••••  886 

S«  Where  plaintfft  replevied  certain  logs  from  defendants  mnder  a  hill  of 
sale,  and  among  those  rightfully  helonging  to  him  were  a  nnmber  heloag- 
ing  to  the  defendants,  which  the  latter  had  mixed  np  with  them  under  the 
belief  that  they  were  all  their  own. 

Held,  that  there  should  be  a  new  trial,  in  order  that  defendants  might 
have  an  opportunity  of  proving  what  part  belonged  to  them,  and  what  to 
the  plalnm. 

SUmartr.  WKeeleretal «.. « 4U 

8.  A  rule  for  a  new  trial  will  he  refused  where  the  Court  can  see  clearly 
that  real  and  substantial  justice  has  been  done. 

A  wrong  observation  b?  a  Judge  on  a  matter  of  feet  which  is  left  as  a 
matter  of  fact  for  the  jury  is  no  ground  for  a  new  trial. 

Lordfy  a  al.r. }iclUe a  al .......••  <^>1 


ORDKRED  FOB  XISDIRBOTIOK. 


SmiOk  r.  MkEackrtn 85|S79 

Sm  Carsibr,  CoKTiOTioir,  £tidbvcr. 

MaRIVB  IXiURAlKJB,  NoRSUIT. 

NONSUIT, 

A  witness  for  plalntilFs  was  diowed  to  leave  the  Court  ou  the  under- 
standing that  he  wonld  immediately  rBmm  if  sent  for.  The  caose  being 
called,  the  witneas  wae  sent  for  and  proceeded  toward  the  Court,  but 
returned  home  on  being  infonned  bv  some  of  the  jurvmen  in  the  previous 
case  that  the  Court  had  a^oomed  for  the  day.  'The  witness  not  appear- 
ing plakitifF*  applied  to  have  his  evidence  tiiken  at  a  future  day.  This 
being  refused  and  the  evidence  being  material  thev  became  nonsuit. 
Under  the  circumstances,  and  it  appearing  that  (he  pkintiffs  did  all  that 
was  necessaiy  to  obtain  the  attendance  of  the  witness,  a  new  trial  was 
granted  on  payment  of  costs. 

^rsea  etaLr,  Aire.,  .^  •  • •  ..^  ••••.,  • 88 

Sm  Carribr. 

NOTICE  of  Abgndonment 

See  IirBORAROB,  ILlrirr,  1,  8. 


OP  DISHONOR. 

^SSee  Promibbort  Notb,  5. 


OFFSET. 

Sst  PaOMIiBORT  N«TR,  4 
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FABOL  EVIDfiNCE  admissible  to  shew  the  actual  position  and 
survey  of  lands  included  in  giants  of  wilderness  and  \rood 
landa 
^ammm  y,  BeHfamim «..« 476 

PAETITION. 

Vtsintiff  aoaght  to  set  Mide  the  retnm  nade  in  aa  action  of  partition 
by  the  comminioners  dalj  appointod  npon  the  groand  that  the?  had 
ImproperlT  allotted  to  one  of  the  partinooeri  a  lot  of  land  below  iti 
Talae.  and  below  the  price  plaintiff  had  netiffeo  them  he  would  pay  for 
it.  The  eridence  in  tuppon  ot  plaintiflfB  claim  consisted  i^implj  in  the 
fact  that  having  by  some  means  obtained  a  Icnowlcdge  of  the  drct«ion  of 
the  coromistioners  before  they  signed  their  relnm,  he  had  offered  ibem 
$2,000  more  for  the  lot  in  qaestion  than  the  ralue  they  had  placed  npoa 
it. 

Held,  no  ground  for  disturbing  the  return. 

Leeain  r.  HoiUnnaH  €i  cd ..., I7€ 

PARTNERSHIP  PROPERTY,  Execution  against  for  individual 
debts. 

St€  GouRT,  EqjDitable  powers  oL 

PART-OVVXER,  Liability  of  for  goods  supplied  vessel. 

Action  for  the  cost  of  a  set  of  sails  fnroished  to  a  vessel  of  which 
defendant  was  pArtK>wner,  and  one  McR.,  master.  PlaintifYs  had  a 
private  accoont  with  McR.,  and  in  their  ledger  the  charge  for  the  sails 
appeared  in  that  account.  They  had  no  separate  account  against  the- 
vessel,  and  it  seemed  that  on  McR.'s  beeorainf*  insolvent  some  time 
subsequent,  they  had  received  a  dividend  upon  his  whole  indebtcdnesa, 
including  the  charge  for  the  sails.  Plaintifb  called  defendant  as  a 
witness,  and  on  examination  he  denied  that  the  vessel  required  the  sails 
when  they  were  purchased,  but  stated  that  he  had  settled  wiih  McR.  for 
them  about  a  year  after,  although  he  had  never  authorised  McR.  ta 

grocure  them.    Defendant  called  no  witnesses,  and  the  Jury  found  lor 
im. 

Htld,  that  there  was  no  ground  for  disturbing  their  verdict. 

Black  t.  BalHburton  tt  cU S07 

PAYMENT  INTO  COURT,  Effect  of. 

Bcurd  V.  Ander$on  et  al - ^. ....... .^ .....  181 

PENAL  STATUTE,  Construction  of. 

See  PaoM X880BT  Nora,  I . 

r 

PEW-HOLDER,  Interference  with  rights  of. 

Sm  AstAULT. 


PLEADING. 


*,  Count  wharfage  rbooverablb  under  imhbiiatus 


aatsximpsit, 
DeWolfY.J'imehard,.^ S24 


PLEADING,  Dcokration. 

SmPlba. 

■    ,  Demubbsb. 


StB  COVTBAOT. 


-y  Intibflsadeb. 

Sm  AssioimsNT. 


>  Plsa. 


Section  119.  ehuptor.  194,  Bmriud  Staiutn,  (3rd  Series,)  ki  reference  tc> 
joinder  of  diflRsrent  causes  ot  action  in  x^t  same  suit,  applies  onlj  ro 
eiTiI  salts  and  not  to  proceedings  of  a  mixed  civil  and  criminal  nature. 

Plainiiffs'  foorth  connt  was  as  follows :  "  Tliat  the  paid  bill  of  exchanf^e 
and  promissory  notes  above  declared  npun  were  discounted  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  money  adranoed  to  the  defendant  therefor  was  so  advanced 
upon  the  representation  of  the  said  T.  G.  Bodd  that  the  said  firm  of  Wm. 
L.  Dodffe  ACo..  the  deiendants,  had  assets  to  a  large  amount  over  and 
abovp  all  their  indebtedness  at  the  time  said  advances  were  made,  and  the 
plaintiA  say  that  in  troth  and  in  fact  the  aaid  Wm.  L.  Dodge  &  Co.,  the 
defendants,  had  no  snch  assets,  as  the  said  T.  G.  Bodd  well  knew,  and 
the  aaid  defendants  obtained  the  discount  and  advances  declared  upon  by 
false  and  frlTolons  represeniatlons,  and  under  false  pretences." 

Htld,  bad  on  demnner,  1st,  becanse  it  did. not  allege  that  Budd 
obtained  the  diaooont  and  adrances  on  the  bill  and  note  declared  upon, 
with  intent  to  defraud  dto  plaintiffs  ;  8nd,  becanse  it  did  not  allege  that 
the  debt  had  not  been  paid,  and  Srd,  because  it  ^14  not  allege  the 
offence  charged  against  or  act  committed  by  Bndd  to  be  contrary  to  the 
atatttta. 

BoMkofBniiMhNcHkAmmeay.BuddetaL 97 


,  Bepligation. 

Defendant  pleaded  as  a  set-off  to  plaintifiii  claim  a  bill  of  exchange 
accepted  by  plaintiff  and  endorsed  to  him.  Plaintiff  replied  thai  the  bill 
at  the  time  ot  its  aooepunce  and  endorsation  was  not  stamped  according 
lo  law.    Defendant  demurred. 

Hdd^  that  the  replication  was  good,  and  that  if  the  stamps  were 
affixed  after  the  acceptance  or  eDdorscment,  it  was  for  defendant  to  rejoin 
the  facts  which  justliied  him  In  subsequently  affixing  them. 

ButUr  et  al,  w.  EvanB 171 

POLICY  OF  MARINE  INSURANCE,  Construction  ot 

Wiiwn  r.  MerekaniM' MariM  Iniurance  Cq 81 

POSSESSION  must  be  exclusive  to  maintain  trespass. 

Set  TsssrAsa. 

PRACTICE,  Amendment 

Sei  Bail  Pibcb. 


-,  Plbas  setting  aszdb. 


1.  Under  Reviied  Statute,  <Srd  Series,)  cap.  134,  sec.  71 .  pleas  will  be  set 
aside,  when  assailed  on  affidaTlt,  and  where  they  appear  upon  argument 
to  be  false,  though  a  part  of  the  pleas  may  be  sustained.  The  defendant, 
(unless  in  exoepiional  cases,)  should  nay  the  costs  of  setting  aside  snch 
pleas  as  are  false,  leaving  the  oonts  of  moving  to  set  aside  such  plena  as 
are  sustained  to  abide  the  event. 

SUpheman  r,  CeUkrd .......•-, 50 
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S.  PlidDtiff  sued  on  a  pronliiory  note  for  $70.25,  and  defendant  plaadad 
the  nana]  pleai,  denying  the  making,  oonilderadoB,  Ae.  FlaiBtUTapnlied 
at  Cham  hen  to  bare  the  pleaa  aet  aaida  aa  lalM,  fHrilmM  and  Taxacioaa, 
and  in  oppo«ing  his  motion  defendant  nrodnoed  an  aflldaTit  in  which  ha 
admitted  indebtedneaa  to  the  nmonnt  of  ttSJS,  bnt  do  mora,  and  aUcged 
that  his  pleaa  were  not  pleaded  for  pnrpoiea  of  delay,  bat  that  instiiDe 
might  he  done.  The  Judge  at  Chambera  set  the  plena  aaide,  and  aefeod- 
ant  appealed. 

Held,  that  hia  appeal  would  be  auataiaed  moTidadthe  t4tJ71  waa  paid 
into  Court  within  tan  days.    Ocharwiaa  pUtntiff  aboald  latain  hb  Jadg> 

ment. 

Bitty.  Culman SM 


•y  NoTioi,  Service  of. 

See  ATTOunr. 


— ^  RuLi  in  first  instance. 

See  Awash,  I. 

PRIKCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

See  Covnuo*,  1. 

PROMISSORY  NOTE. 

1.  PlaintUr  aappKad  defhndant  with  merehandise,  and,  among  other 
things,  with  Intoxicating  liqnora  in  qnantitlee  of  leaa  than  one  gallon 
dcliTsred  at  one  and  the  aamc  lime.  Befinidant,  on  the  other liand, 
anppUed  plidntiff  with  artlclea  which  were  placed  to  hit  credit  in  plain* 
tifra  hooka  of  account  On  a  aettlemant  of  accounts  plaintiff  atruclt  oat 
of  hia  account  aU'(%argea  for  liqnora  aupplifkl  aa  above,  and.  withdafend- 
ant'a  conaent,  deducted  a  like  amount  from  the  latter'a  credita  by  way  of 
payment  for  ilie  liqnar.  Daleodant  baviog  givea  a  proibiaaorT  note  for 
the  balance, 

BM,  that  the  note  ao  given  waa  not  Told  under  Rmeed  Statutee, 
(8rd  Serioa.)  chapter  IS,  being  neithor  for  nor  to  aeenre  Intoxicating 
liquors  in  anyqaantlQr  aa  forbidden  by  the  statute.  The  atarata  being 
re«trictire  of  the  common  law,  and  of  a  penal. character  mnatreceirsa 
reatrictlTS  conatmcUon,  and  on  no  account  ahould  be  conatmed  to  mean 
other  than  the  plain  ordinary  meaning  the  words  would  oonTsy. 

Smith  r.  MeEaekem ; • 35 

t.    Where  a  promlaaory  note  is  defective  fbr  want  of  a  atamp  the  plaintifF 
may  recover  the  amount  of  the  consideration  on  a  count  for  account 
atated,  notwithstanding  that  the  conaidaraiion  ot  the  note  Is  fbr  an 
Intereat  in  land. 
Froit  r,  BremuM  ••.•... • •    dO 

3.  Plaintiff  with  hia  brother,  the  Rev.  0.  P.,  entered  Into  a  promiaasry 
note  on  Nov.  SCth,  1867,  bv  which  they  agreed  to  pay  to  the  order  of 
D.  &Co.,  the  defendanu,  31,400  with  intereat  in  one  year  afterdate. 
When  the  note  fell  due  interc'^t  at  the  rate  of  aix  per  cent  waa  paid  apon 
it,  and  the  note  was  allowed  to  lie  over  On  December  3rd,  1863, 
plaintiff  paid  another  vMr'a  Intereat  with  two  per  cent,  additional  wUoh 
the  defendants  demandec:  for  extending  the  time. 

Held,  that  the  sdditional  charge  ao  made  waa  within  the  pioMbition 
agalnaf  taking  more  than  legal  interest  contained  In  chapter  83,  Bevieed 
StatMt€§t  (Snd  Seriea,)  and  that  defendants  were  liable  to  the  penalties 
therein  imposed. 

PaUeretm  r.  Dujflte  9t al , 8£ 
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4.  Fisintifi  consigned  ffoodt  to  the  defeodanti  to  be  lold,  end  the  pro- 
ceed! handed  OTor  to  D.  8.  D.  8.  being  indebted  to  defendants  gare 
them  a  promlstory  note  for  the  amoant  and  died  leaving  his  estate  in  an 
iosoWent  condition.  An  action  haring  been  brooght  by  the  executors 
of  D.  8.  in  the  name  of  plaintiffs  to  recoTcr  the  amonnt  ansing  trom  the 
aale  of  the  goods, 

BM,  that  defendanta  Were  entitled  to  oflbet  the  amount  of  the  note 
giren  by  D.  8* 

€hiMLm€tal,r,Cld$holm*ial 85 

5.  Plaintiff  sold  to  defendant  a  quantity  of  hldea,  some  of  which,  under 
the  defendant's  instructions,  were  deliTcred  to  his  agenta,  A.  &  Co.,  who 
gave  10  plaintiff  their  note  for  the  amount  due  him.  Plaiatift  thereapon 
entered  in  hie  book,  "eettled  by  note  of  $123."  A.  &  Co.  having 
become  insolvent,  the  note  was  dishonored, 

ffWcf,  that  the  jurr  were  not  warranted  in  regarding  the  entry  in 
plaintiff's  book  as  evidence  of  anything  but  a  conditional  payment. 

Al90t  that  defendant,  not  being  a  party  to  the  note,  there  was  no 
necessity  to  give  him  notice  of  dishonor. 

Audtriim  r,  Archibald M 

6.  Flaintiifii  were  heldera  of  a  note  made  by  R.  C.  &  Co.,  and  endorsed 
by  M.  B.  &  Co.  M .  R.  &  Co.  became  insolvent,  and  effected  a  com- 
position  at  fifty  cents  on  the  dollar,  inclodinfr  their  endorsement  for 
R.  C.  &  Co.  il.  C.  &  Co.  also  becoming  insolvent,  the  plaintiffs  sought 
to  prove  againat  their  estate  for  the  full  amount  of  the  note. 

aM,  that  thev  could  only  prove  for  the  balance  after  deducting  the 
eompoaition  reottved  from  M.  R.  &  Co. 

Bank  BriUA  North  America  t.  Harvej^ 416 

7.  6.  W.  R.,  baring  purchased  a  ousntity  of  goods  from  the  firm  of 
R.  &  M.,  gave  them  m  payment  tnerefor  a  promissory  note  made  by 
himself,  payable  to  the  order  of  R.  &  M..  upon  the  back  of  which  the 

^     defendant,  for  the  accommodation  of  6.  W.  R..  had  endorsed  hia  name. 

In  an  action  by  plaintiff,  surviving  partner  of  the  firm  of  B.  &  M., 

ngainat  defendant,  there  being  no  evidence  of  an  intent  on  the  part  of 

defendant  to  stand  in  the  ordTnarv  relation  of  an  endorser  to  the  payees, 

Hdd,  that  defendant  was  not  liable. 

Beniff  r.Snow .• • 530 

QUEEN'S  COUNSEL,  Prtcedence  of. 

R.  having  been  appointed  a  Qtieen's  Counsel  under  a  commission  from 
the  Govemor-Oeneral  of  Canada,  his  precedence  was  Questioned  by  W., 
who  was  his  senior  at  the  bar  of  Nova  Hcotia,  but  hela  no  appointment 
as  Queen's  Counsel  either  from  the  Qovernor-General  or  the  liieutensnt- 
Govemor.  W.  moved  to  hare  his  cause  entered  on  the  docket  prior  to 
that  of  R. 
The  motion  wae  dismissed. 

Lordly  r.  Kiely 506 

RAILWAY,  Limitation  of  powers  of  company. 

Defendants  were  empowered  br  statute  to  enter  and  take  possession 
of  lands  required  for  the  track  of  their  railway,  atations,  etc.,  the  landa 
taken  to  he  laid  off  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  a  plan  and  description 
of  it  recorded  in  the  Kegistry  of  Deeds  for  the  countv  where  the  land 
waa  situate.    The  statute  prescribed  the  extent  of  land  to  be  taken. 

HM,  that  the  oompany  could  not,  by  making  a  survey  or  filing  a 
description,  acquire  a  title  to  private  property  lying  beyond  the 
ftatotory  limits. 

Wharfage  is  recoverable  under  oounta  of  Indibitatui  itnaaipstl,  that 
being  the  proper  form  in  which  to  proceed. 

JfoWdf^.Pwehard^d 114 


■••• 
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RECEIPT. 


Th%  body  of  a  deed  acknowledged  the  paymoDt  of  thepnrcbiue  money 
in  the  nsiuu  form,  and  a  receipt  therefor  si^ed  bj  plaintiff  wm  also 
endorsed,  bot  subeeqnent  to  the  sale  a  dispnte  arose  as  to  whether  the 
amonnt  stated  in  the  deed  indnded  a  mortgage  existing  on  the  property, 
or  whether  the  pnrchaaer  was  to  pajr  that  also. 
Plaintiff  having  sued  for  the  amonnt  of  the  mortmgey 
Ildd,  that  in  tM  face  of  the  endorsed  receipt,  and  of  certain  evidenee 
adduced  in  confirmation  thereof,  he  coold.not  recoTor. 

McDomaldy.  Bloii 983 

RECORD,  Party  to. 

In  a  case  of  replevin  the  defendsnt  withdrew  )iii  pleas  and  gave  a 
confession,  upon  .which  plaintiff  rsgnlarly  entered  np  jndgment.  Some 
time  snbiieqnently  W.,  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  bnt  whd 
claimed  the  goods  replevied  nnder  an  assignment  from  the  defendant, 
and  was  one  of  the  sureties  upon  the  replevin  bond  to  the  sheriff,  songht 
to  have  the  iudgment  set  ssiae,  on  the  ground  that  the  confession  was  a 
fmnd  upon  him  and  the  other  creditors  of  defendant,  and  also  that  he 
had  joined  with  defendant  in  the  pleas  which  had  been  withdrawn 
without  his  sanction.  This  latter  alleitation  was  denied  both  by  defend- 
ant and  defendant's  attorney,  whom  W,  swore  he  had  instructed  to  act 
for  him. 

Held,  that  W.  not  being  a  partv  to  the  record,  had  no  2oq»  tfoiuft', 
his  redrcMs,  if  any,  being  against  defendant's  attorney,  and  alee  that  he 
had  been  guilty  of  hdui, 
Har  e  v.  Afurphy «..••• ••• .^ Ml 

REPLEVIN,  Evidance  insufficient  to  maintain. 

Carr  Y,  Carey  €t  al «  •••  Sl3 

,  Possession  sufficient  to  maintain. 

McNab  r.  Sawyer «, ....«  SS 

ROAD,  Rule  of  the. 

MaHm  y,  Taylor ^ 94 

SALE  of  Land  under  foreclosute  postpone. 

See  FoUBCLOSi/kB  xkd  Salb. 

SERVANT,  Liability  for  negligence  of. 

Martin  Y.  Taylor 94 

SHERIFF,  Appointment  of  special  deputy  discharges. 

Cochran  r.  Bell ^  488 

SLANDER 

Plaintiff  claimed  damages  for  slander,  alleging  in  his  declaration  that 
defendant  had  spoken  certain  words  about  him  in  relation  to  his 
business,  to  the  effect  that  he  was  gnilty  of  fraudulent  conduct  in  said 
business,  and  was  untrustworthy  and  nnprincipled  in  hiaway  of  carrying 
it  on,  w'liereby  plaintiff  was  injured  in  his  credit  and  repuution.  and 
his  custoihers  were  caused  to  limit  their  dealings  with  him,  and  to 
withhold  business  from  him. 

Held,  that  there  was  no  need  of  ailing  or  proving  special  damage. 
PoMfT.JfaoIioa. ., aiC 
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STAMP. 

5e<  Pboxxsbort  Notb,  2— Plvadikh— Bbylicatiov. 


STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

Plftintiff  raed  for  goods  told  and  delirered.  DefeDdmnt  pleaded  the 
Statute  ef  Limitatioiis.  Platntiif  replied  that  at  the  time  the  action 
accrued  defendant  was  aheent  from  the  Province,  and  that  snit  waa 
brooght  when  defendant  caine  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Conrt. 
Defendant  demnrred.  The  canse  of  action  had  accraed  in  Prince 
Edward  laland,  and  ft  seemed  that  according  to  the  laws  of  that 
Province  the  debt  was  barred  by  the  statute,  bnt  was  not  barred  by  the 
Statutes  of  Nova  Scotia. 

H^ld,  that  admitting  the  debt  to  be  ont  of  date  in  Prince  Edward 
Island,  the  plaintiff  might  nevertheless  recover  iri  Nova  Scotia,  as  only 
the  plaintifx's  remedy  was  thereby  barred,  and  the  debt  was  not  extin- 
guished. 

CarvdlttaLy.  Wallaee 1S5 


„  Penal. 

See  PBOxiasoxT  Notb.  1. 

STOLEN  PROPERTY. 

Defendant  was  convicted  of  having  received  certain  plates  covered 
with  amalgam,  stolen  from  a  crushing  mill,  ki  owing  them  to  have  been 
stolen.  An  application  was  made  bjr  the  Napier  Gold  Mining  Company 
for  restitution  to  them  of  a  bar  of  gold  extracted  by  defendant  from 
the  amalgam.  It  being  uncertain  whether  the  company  or  one  Shaffer 
were  the  parties  properly  entitled  to  the  gold,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
gold  be  handed  over  to  the  company  and  Shaffer  on  their  joint  receipt, 
or  to  the  company  with  the  sanction  of  Shaffer. 

The  Q^een  y. Black 831 

SURETY. 

1.  An  appeal  being  taken  from  a  magistrate's  decision,  the  defendant 
and  one  w.,  an  attorney  of  the  Supreme  Court,  became  sureties  on  the 
appeal  bond.  On  the  ground  of  W.  being  a  surety  the  bond  was  held 
irregular  artd  the  appeal  dismissed  by  the  Supreme  Court.  Plaintiff 
then  resorted  to  his  original  judgment,  and  the  execution  bemg  returned 
unsatisfied,  sued  dofeudnnt  on  the  bond. 

Held,  that  he  could  not  recover,  as  by  the  course  he  had  taken  be  had 
waived  all  right  or  claim  against  defendant  under  the  appeal  bond. 

McNeil  V.  Morehouse : 814 

2.  Defendant,  one  of  the  sureties  on  an  appeal  bond,  which  became 
forfeited,  resisted  payment  on  the  ground  that  when  he  signed  th% 
bond  he  did  not  know  who  his  co-surety  was  to  be. 

Held,  that  in  the  absence  of  fraud  tliis  was  no  defence. 

Smith  y.  AfeNeU 817 

,  DiscHABOE  or. 

Sm  GVABAHTBB,  1,  S 

TITLE* 

Se§  COLOBABLB  TlTLB» 
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TRESPASS. 

1.  Defendant  built  ■  itone  well  buiween  hii  land  and  that  of  plaiDiiff,  of 
which  three  feet  at  the  bottom  and  one  foot  nine  inchei  at  the  top  men 
on  plaintiflTa  propert/.  At  the  time  the  wall  waf  erected  plaintiff  said  to 
defendant's  builder:  "  Too 're  bnilding  on  my  land;"  he  laid,  farther, 
that  be  had  no  objection,  bat "  I  caation  yoa  that  in  the  ease  of  my  selhiif 
the  purchaser  may  pat  yoa  to  trooble." 

Held,  that  this  was  a  qualified  license  Jastifyiog  the  erection  of  the  wall 
bat  going  no  farther. 

Pti€r$  y.  Frecker 67 

S.  W.  M.  C.  becoming  insolrent,  hia  estate,  under  the  proTiirions  of  the 
Insolvent  Act,  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  official  assignee.  Sabse- 
qnently,  at  the  request  of  his  creditors,  the  aadignee  allowed  him  to 
resume  possession  or  the  goods  and  to  sell  them  tor  their  benefit.  No 
deed  of  composttioo  was  entered  into,  nor  was  there  any  transfer  of  the 
goods  to  W.  M.  C,  nor  any  dischanre  given  him.  After  they  had  been 
ioroe  time  in  his  possession,  the  defendant,  as  Cit/  Marshal,  acting  under 
an  execution  at  the  suit  of  T.  J.  W.,  one  of  the  creditors,  seized  and  sold 
B  poriioo  of  the  goods.    The  assignee  thereupon  sued  him  for  treapasa. 

Heid,  that  the  seisars  and  sale  were  illegal,  the  goods  being  still  in  the 
possession  of  the  assignee,  and  that  defendaot  was  liable  in  damages. 

Harvey  r.  CcUer 161 

8.  Pbiintiff  and  defendant  entered  upon  land  under  claims  of  title  derived 
from  the  same  aneeator,  and  exercised  similar  acts  of  ownership.  Some 
years  after  his  entry  plaintiff  received  a  deed  of  the  land  from  an  oncle 
who,  tlioogh  he  claimed  the  whole,  was  entitled  at  most  to  one^half. 
After  the  making  of  the  deed  and  down  to  tlie  time  of  bringing  the 
action,  both*  partiea  oontioued  to  exercise  acts  of  ownenhip,  as  before. 

Hcld^  (WiLKiHfl,  J.,  diasenting,)  that  plaintifi  had  not  such  an 
exclosive  posaession  of  the  lot  as  entitled  him  to  bring  trespass  against 
defettdaat 

Taylor  v.  Archibald •.. ISS 

4.  Defendant  made  a  distress  upon  plaintiff  fbr  rent  lawfully  due,  but  did 
not  give  him  the  five  days'  notice  m  the  sale  of  the  goods  distrained  as 
prescribed  by  statute. 

Held,  That  he  waa  a  trsapMser  ab  initio  and  liable  in  damagca. 

Cemefioff  V.  Barfaa 337 

5.  Plaintiff  and  defendant  were  teoantt  in  common  of  a  ceruic  dweHing. 
bouse,  and  defendant  teolt  off  the  doors  and  carried  them  away,  broke 
down  partitions  and  did  other  injuries  to  the  propertv,  whereupon  plain- 
tMT  brought  an  action  for  trespass  agaioat  him.  Deiendaat  pleadea  that 
plaintiff  was  not  In  possession  of  the  house,  but  that  be  was  and  is  in  sole 
possession     The  jury  negatived  this  plea. 

Held,  that  the  action  could  be  maintained,  and  that  the  acta  of  defbud- 
§mt  amounting  to  an  oiuter,  there  should  be  Judgment  lot  the  plaintiff. 

if  ears  v.  Moore * .• 436 

6.  The  occasional  catting  of  wood  and  poles  in  wilderness  land  is  not 
audi  a  possession  as  will  enable  a  partjr  to  mainuin  trespaas. 

Bamhill  r.  Peppard 491 

See  VsBDicr  Suitaimbd. 

TBUSTEE  TO  SELL,  Parchase  by. 

FlaintiiEi  having  appointed  defendants  tbeir  agentk  tor  the  sale  of  a 
vessel  of  which  thev  were  desirous  of  disposing,  defendants  offered  the 
Tesael  for  sale  at  public  auctioa,  at  which  she  was  knocked  down  to  Paiat» 
one  of  the  defSsnaanta,  for  the  sum  of  £800,  who,  a  few  dava  afkerward, 
geeold  her  at  gn  adYunee  of  £300»  which  be  appropriated  to  hie  own 
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penonal  bmeflt.  Prior  to  the  sale  tt  Motion,  defendants  reeeiTed  two 
oficn  for  tbeparehaae  of  the  reesel,  one  of  an  amonnt  equal  to  that  paid 
hy  FaSnty  and  another  of  £50  mora  than  that  amount.  The  inev  lone 
offers  were  not  eommnnieafeed  to  the  plaintiffii,  one  of  whom  was  proteat 
at  the  aoction  iade  and  made  no  ob'ieetion  thereto.  A  aettlemcnt  waa 
had  with  plaintiils,  hnt  without  knowledge  en  their  part,  either  of  the 
tale  made  bj  Paint  or  of  the  previous oflfen.  Plaintiils,  tbne  years  after 
the  sale  to  'Paint,  commenced  proceedings  to  compel  payment  of  the 
amount  realised  hy  him  on  the  re-eale  of  the  ressel,  with  interest. 

Held,  (\),  Thst  Paint,  bein^  a  tmstee  to  sell  the  resse],  conld  not  ha 
permitted  to  bny  without  first  receiring  from  erery  one  of  his  cutuU  que 
truMt  clear  and  explicit  anthority  to  direst  himself  of  the  tmst  and  become 
a  purchaser  of  the  trust  property. 

(S.)  That  this  was  a  case  in  which  the  Court  would  not  recognise  a 
bar  shon  of  the  statutable  period  of  six  years. 

(8.)  That  if  the  plaintiffs  were  debarred  from  bringing  their  action, 
it  was  for  the  defendants  first  to  plead  it  and  second  to  establish  it 
aiflrtnatiTely  by  fiwts  proTed. 

SembU,  That  the  suppression  by  Paint  of  the  fact  of  the  reception  of 
the  prerious  offers  was  of  itself  suflScient  to  decide  the  case  for  the  plain- 
tiffs. 

Fiih  §t  d.  T.  FroBtr  et  d 514 


venue;  Change  of. 

Plaintiff,  who  resided  in  KentTille»  bronght  an  action  against  defend* 
ant  and  laid  the  venv  at  KentTillei  The  contract  was  ,made  in  Halifax, 
where  defendant  had  resided,  and  all  his  witnesses  were,  and  it  was  as 
coufenient  tor  the  minority  of  plaintiffs  witnesses  to  attond  at  Halifax 
Ibr  the  trial  as  at  KentTille.    On  application  by  defendant, 

EMg  that  the  vmme  should  be  changed  to  Ualifiut. 

Paymmt  r. Montgomerjf, •••  405 

• 

TERDICT  set  aside  as  against  law. 

1.    Sawder  T,  Gray ••••••• 77 

S.    Dodge  T.  Haii/ax  Giu  Light  Co SS5 

3.  The  Iwal  rightt  of  the  patties  were  entirely  dependant  upon  an  agree- 
ment under  seal,  snd  the  Judge  presiding  at  the  trial  instructed  thelury 
that  under  the  terms  of  that  agreement,  and  the  facts  In  proof,  there 
should  be  a  verdict  for  defendant,  ncTertbeless  the  Jury  found  for  the 
plaintiff.    On  rule  ntst  for  a  new  trial, 

HM,  that  as  the  construction  of  the  u;reement  was  a  matter  fbr  the 
Court,  the  rerdict  should  be  set  aside  ana  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  mads 
absolote. 

WMohead  r.  Howard 45S 


— —  AS  AOAIKBT  WSIOHT  OF  IVIDENOB  AND  JUDOl'S  OHARGKi 
CoactUer  r.  Honaibg  §lal 


—  FOB  WAKT  OF  SVIOBNOK. 

MtPkMj.Vkt^ria  CoalMimi^  Co 64 

Soo  NaouanroB. 
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VERDICT  sustained. 

I.  Rale  to  set  aside  Terdlct  for  plaintiff  diimisiedy  the  defendant  Itaving 
feiled  on  all  his  grounds. 

Faulhntr  v.  6*nnii , 2Sl 

5.  The  ptaintiff  sonpht  to  hare  a  verdict  for  defendant  set  aside,  on  the 
l^und  that  the  schodale  attached  lo  the  deed  of  composition  and  discharge 
andcr  the  Insolvent  Act  shonid  not  have  been  received  in  evideni'e.  No 
ohjcction  could  have  been  raised  to  the  deed  iiseSf,  the  schedule  was 
attached  to  the  deed  when  produced,  and  no  evidence  was  adduced  Co 
shew  that  i.  was  net  so  attached  when  the  deed  was  executed. 

Held,  that  there  was  no  ground  for  distnrbing^the  verdick 

Wallnce  y,  Brahm •. 263 

3.  Action  of  ejectment  between  adjoining  proprietors,  the  questions  being 
entirely  matters  of  hict,  and  the  jury  having  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
although  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  justify  a  rerdict  the  other  way 
if  ihey  hud  thought  fit, 

Held,  that  the  verdict  should  not  be  disturbed. 

The  defendant  tendered  two  plans  in  evidence  which  came  from  the 
Crown  Land  Office,  which  the  witness  who  produced  them  stated  had 
been  there  for  at  least  thirty  rears,  but  neither  their  origin  nor'historj 
was  given,  nor  was  it  shewn  that  thejr  had  been  regarded  in  thai  office  as 
authentic. 

Held,  that  the  Judge  had  done  right  in  rejecting  them. 

W^lkeretal.y,  Bayer$,. 870 

4.  Action  of  ejectment  for  an  undivided  moiety  of  certain  lands,  defend* 
ant  being  legall}  entitled  to  the  other  half,  but  claiming  the  whole,  and 
havini!  actually  ouated  plaintiff  therefrom. 

The  jurr  found  for  the  plaintiff,  on  certain  questions  of  fact  sahmittcd 
to  them,  tneir  answers  constituting  a  complete  case  for  him,  and  entitling 
him  to  a  verdict,  but  Mven  o(  them  not  being  able  to  concur  in  a  general 
verdict,  after  four  honrs*  delilieration  the  Court  ordered  that  a  veHict  be 
entered  that  the  piaiatiff  was  entitled  to  the  possession  of  one-half  of  the 
said  lands.- 

Held  duln'tante,  that  the  verdict  for  plaintiff  shonid  be  upheld. 

FoBter  r.  Foster 310 

ft.  During  a«rccess  which  occurred  in  the  progress  of  a  trial,  after  all  the 
evidence  had  been  put  in,  but  the  clo«iog  addresses  of  the  counsel  not  yet 
delivered,  one  of  the  iarors  was  heard  to  say  atood:  "  The  plaintiff  baa 
got  to  get  his  pay  and  he  will  get  it."  The  verdict  beti\e  in  lavor  of 
plaintiff  it  was  sought  to  be  set  aside  for  misconduct  on  the  part  of  a 
juror. 

Held,  that  looking  at  the  circumstances  under  which  the  remark  was 
made,  there  was  no  ground  for  disturbing  the  verdict. 

Thibideau  w.  EvereU *.» ^8 

6.  -Action  for  trespass  involving  title  to  land,  the  sole  qaestlon  between 
the  parties  being  as  to  the  division  lines  that  separated  their  respeo* 
tive  lots. 

The  verdict  being  for  plaintiff,  a  rule  was  taken  ont  under  the  Statate 
to  set  it  aside,  but  on  arg\iment, 
Held,  that  the  verdict  ought  no;  be  disturbed. 

Campbell  r.  McKinnon , 323 

7.  The  Corporation  of  Halifax,  in  making  certain  street  Improvements, 
pulled  down  plaintifTs  porch,  which  projected  across  the  line  of  stde>wslk, 
whereupon  plaintiff  sued  defendant  ror  damages,  ho  being  one  of  the 
Aldermen  under  whose  direction  the  improvements  were  made.  Defen- 
dant pleaded  in  denial  and  justification.  At  the  trial  he  sought  to  intro- 
duce evidence  to  show  that  previous  to  the  poroh  being  pulled  down, 
piaiatiff  had  agreed  to  remove  it  when  requested  by  the  etly  aathoritiesy 
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or  to  ftllow  them  to  remove  it  thcmiraWei.    Plaintiflf  objected  and  the 
Jod^e  rejected  the  evidence.    Verdict  for  pla'Dttff  and  rule  to  set  it  aside. 
Utld,  That  there  being  no  plea  of  Uave  and  licence,  the  evidence  was 
properly  rejected,  and  the  vtrdict  should  be  upheld. 

Haggarty  v.  Pryor S58 

8.  Where  the  qoestion  at  issne  was  pnrelv  one  of  fact,  involvini;  no  leg^al 
points  whatever,  and  the  Judge  lef:  the  whole  charge  open  to  the  jury, 
who  found  for  the  plain tifT. 

Htldt  That  the  verdict  could  not  be  disturbed. 

Lyon  V.  Morton • 4A9 

9.  In  an  action  of  ejectment  the  jury  found  for  the  defendant,  and  th« 
Judge  refusing  a  new  trial,  a  rule  was  taken  out  under  the  statute.  On 
argument  the  weight  of  evidence  being  clearlv  with  the  defendant. 

Htld,  That  the  verdict  could  not  be  disturbed. 

AtcPhee  T.  Cameron »•..  467 

Sm  COKTRACt— LxBBL — NbOLIOBKCB  OF  RArLWAT  Co. 

Part-Cwmbr — Will,  Proof  of. 


IN  EJECTMENT  NOT  BET  ASIDE  FOR  TTNGERTAINTT. 


When  a  plaintiff  has  recovered  in  ejectment  some  portion  of  the  lands 
described  in  his  writ,  but  it  does  not  clearly  appear  by  the  verdict  to  what 
portion  of  the  premises  cluimed  he  is  entitled,  the  verdict  will  not  be  set 
aside  for  uncertainty,  as  the  Court  will  not  a«8urae  that  he  will  attempt 
to  recover  possession  bcvond  what  he  i^  entitled  to.  The  verdict  is  ample 
authority  lor  this,  and  the  plaintiff  must  asceruin  the  line  at  his  peril.  ^ 

Hamilton  Y,  Picldtt  ,»,, .   87 


NOT  8BT«  ASIDE  FOR  SUSPICIOUS  CIRCUMSTANCES. 


MeNah  v.  Sawyer 88 

WASTE  by  tenant  in  dower. 

The  tenant  In  dower  of  wilderness  land  having,  with  the  consent  of  C. 
R.,  one  of  the  reversioners,  sold  all  the  hardwood  timber  growing  upon 
the  land  to  W.  H.  H.,  and  allowed  the  same  to  be  removed  by  the  pur- 
chaser, contracted  a  second  marriage  with  C  S.  After  the  death  of  C. 
R.,  plaintWs,  as  reversioners,  without  joining  the  heirs  of  C  R.,  brought 
an  action  of  waste  against  the  tenant  in  dower,  C.  S  ,  her  husband,  and 
W.  II.  H.,  the  purchaser,  claiming  damages  for  the  injury  to  the  land  by 
the  removal  of  the  timber.  The  Judge  who  tried  the  caase  having  non* 
suited  the  plaintifis,  and  a  rule  having  been  taken  to  set  the  same  aside, 

Held,  (1st,)  That  all  the  persons  entitled  as  reversieners  should  have 
been  joined  as  co 'plain tiflfs,  but,  as  non  joinder  can  only  be  taken  advan* 
tage  of  by  plea  In  abatement,  and  no  such  plea  was  pleaded,  the  nonsnit, 
if  ordered  solely  on  that  gronnd,  could  not  have  l«een  sustained. 

(2nd  )  That  in  such  case  the  plainiiffs  would  be  entitled  to  recover, 
not  the  full  valo9  of  the  injury  done  to  the  land,  bnt  only  for  snch  poi* 
tions  of  the  damage  as  was  incurred  by  themttolvcs  aleiie. 

(3.)  That  the  tenant  in  dower  was  entitled  to  cut  down  the  trees  on 
the  land  for  fuel,  fencing,  improvement,  and  cultivation,  and  purposes 
connected  with  such  improvemetits,  but  not  to  sell  the  wood  for  other  and 
different  purposes,  to  the  permanent  injury  of  the  reversionert,  and  that 
for  such  iniurv  she  was  responsible  to  the  reversioner. 

(4th.,)  (dubitante).  That  an  action  will  lie  against  a  husband  JolatlT 
with  bis  wife  for  waste  committed  by  the  latter  befbre  their  intermar- 
riage 

(5th  )  That  W.  H.  H.,  the  purchaser,  acting,  as  he  did,  onder  ambo- 
rity  of  the  tenant,  was  not  chargeable  for  waste  by  the  leversionen. 
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WHAHFAOE,  How  reooyeiaUe. 

WIFE,  Liability  of  hntbtad  for  sappoit  o& 

8m  HoBBAm  AVD  Wiva. 

WILL,  Conrtraetion  ol 

The  lektitrix  devited  to  her  gnad^ildm  ''all  bit  moMjii  the 
bank  or  faodt,"  oad  fchert  iiaa  a  raddaary  deviM  lo  anodiar  fartf . 

HM,  TlMt  tha  amdfl  did  noc  iadada  a  tarn  ol  moatgr  ooaliiaad  In 
a  ehett  in  tOftatrix^  haaia. 
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,  Proof  o£ 

Flaiatifl  la  ajaefemant  daimod  nodar  an  all^Rad  last  will,  a  diafi  of 
wUeh  waf  pat  ia  avidanee.  AMaminir  tha  will  to  hava  boaa  proporlj 
aneated,  which  did  not  dead/  apiiaar,  tmn  wat  no  aridoaoa  Mt  it  wai 
aT«r  Man  or  oertalalT  kaown  to  ba  in  azinoaca  from  tha  tlma  at  arhleh  it 
waa  aMda,  down  lo  taa  trial  A  vardlct  haTinf  been  Iband  fhr  deJtadent^ 
a  rale  takea  to  let  It  aeida  wu  dieoharfed  with  ooits. 
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